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thinkers, it is more important to grasp this central notion or image, 
which may be implicit, but determines their picture of the world, than 
even the most forceful arguments with which they defend their views 
and refute actual and possible objections. 
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INTRODUCTORY 


Modern Liberalism 


It is generally agreed that sometime in the latter part of the nineteenth 
or early twentieth centuries liberal theory underwent a fundamental 
transformation. Some date its beginnings with John Stuart Mill, others 
with T.H. Green, while others have more recently emphasised such later 
liberals as L.T. Hobhouse and John Dewey.! Most typically, this trans- 
formation is seen, as Dicey put it, as a movement from an earlier 
laissez-faire ‘individualism’ to a socialistic ‘collectivism’.? But that 
transition is essentially one regarding conclusions and prescriptions; 
if we are interested in the nature of this new liberal theory, we clearly 
want to go deeper and discover the theoretical underpinnings of these 
revised conclusions. As soon as we do look deeper, however, we are 
struck by the tremendous diversity of ethical and metaphysical views 
that ‘new liberals’ have put forward to support their prescriptions. For 
all his alleged departures from utilitarian ethics, J.S. Mill certainly 
believed that his political positions were endorsed by his utilitarianism. 
T.H. Green, however, launched what he saw as a fundamental attack 
on Mill’s ‘hedonistic’ ethics, and yet, as he acknowledged, the practical 
differences between them were small.3 In a similar way, Hobhouse 
undertook a reformulation of Mill’s and Green’s ethics and metaphysics 
with a view to better supporting their liberalism.4 And in America John 
Dewey proclaimed a ‘renascent liberalism’ growing out of a pragmatic- 
experimental philosophy and faith in human intelligence.5 Most re- 
cently, John Rawls has offered a new version of social contract/natural 
tights theory which, he believes, provides a firmer foundation for liberal 
liberties than does the hitherto dominant utilitarian philosophy. Once 
again it seems that we are witnessing an attack on the fundamentals of 
Mill’s philosophy in order to better uphold his politics.® 

To some extent, of course, the new liberals have overemtphasised 
their differences. Green, Hobhouse and Dewey were much closer to 
Millian utilitarianism than they realised. And the influence of Green’s 
idealism can be seen in Hobhouse, Dewey and even Rawls.” Granted all 
this, however, the philosophic diversity among such liberals remains 
impressive: utilitarianism, idealism (and the common good), harmony, 
instrumentalism and the social contract all have been offered as the 
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basis for a revised liberalism. Indeed, it seems reasonable to question 
whether ‘modern liberal theory’ is anything but a group of essentially 
different’ philosophies with converging political prescriptions. Does a 
modern liberal theory exist? 


The Thesis 


The main thesis of this book is that a modern liberal theory does in- 
deed exist. The core of all the theories mentioned above, I shall argue, 
lies in what a social psychologist, Zevedei Barbu, has called the balanc- 
ing of two conceptions of individuality. According to Barbu, in the 
uniquely democratic personality the individual sees himself both as a 
unique manifestation of humanity, an end in himself, and as a member 
of a group. Such persons, he tells us, are both individualists and ‘com- 
munists’; they combine individuality and sociability.2 This theme 
of combining and reconciling individuality and sociability; I will try to 
show, is fundamental to the liberalisms of J.S. Mill, T.H. Green, L.T. 
Hobhouse, John Dewey, John Rawls and Bernard Bosanquet. 

In itself this is not a particularly new or surprising idea. Although 
today the critical transformation in liberalism is often thought to turn 
on Dicey’s distinction between economic individualism and collectivism, 
many, especially in the nineteenth-century, saw the change in liberalism 
as.centring around theories of man and society. Perhaps this is first 
signalled in Mill’s pair of essays on ‘Bentham’ and ‘Coleridge’, which 
indicate a growing uneasiness with the narrow and one-sided picture 
of man upon which, at least to most liberals in the latter nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries, traditional liberalism was thought to 
depend.? Certainly new liberals such as D.G. Ritchie were convinced 
that the debate between liberal collectivists and such proponents of 
laissez-faire as Spencer ultimately turned on opposing theories of man 
and society.!9 And yet a bit later, Dewey was very clear that, as he 
understood it, the earlier, ruggedly individualistic, liberalism rested 
upon a false. antagonism between the individual and society that col- 
lectivistic liberalism overcomes.!1 Thus, not too surprisingly, it has 
often been said of liberals like Mill, Dewey, Hobhouse and Rawls that 
their aim is to reconcile or synthesise individuality and community. !2 

But if the only fundamental commonality of these modern liberal 
theories is a concern with something so broad and vague as reconciling 
individuality and community (or sociability), ‘modern liberal theory’ 
would still be a pretty thin thing. The purpose of Part One of the book 
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is thus to demonstrate a wide-ranging consensus among modern liberals 
as to just what ‘individuality’ and ‘sociability’ involve. Chapters I,: II 
and IIJ deal with the main elements — what we might very roughly 
call the ‘statics’ — of personality while Chapter IV focuses-on dynamics, 
ie. processes by which personalities are formed. Basic to my thesis is 
the agreement of these modern liberals not only on the outlines of a 
healthy personality but also on the nature of the developmental process 
and the general consequences of its inhibition. 

Part One alone, however, is not sufficient to uphold the claim that 
a modern liberal theory exists: although it demonstrates commonality 
among our modern liberals it does not link this agreement to their 
liberal positions. Hence Part Two is devoted to showing how this 
conception of man provides the foundation for modern liberal argu- 
ments concerning Liberty (Ch. V), Democracy (Ch. VI) and Economic 
Organisation (Ch. VID. Although these are not the only issues to which 
modern liberals have addressed themselves, questions of liberty, demo- 
cracy and (domestic) economic organisation seem fundamental to the 
modern liberal programme in ways that do not seem true of, say, 
issues concerning conscientious objection or international economic 
justice. These latter matters are certainly important, and indeed may 
become increasingly so in the coming years, but thus far they have not 
been core elements of the modern liberal programme. My purpose here 
is not to examine what modern liberals ought to have said, or ought 
to be saying, but how they have justified that to which they are com- 
mitted. 


Modern Liberalism and the New Liberalism 


As I said, the modern liberals with whom I shall be dealing are Mill, 
Green, Bosanquet, Hobhouse, Dewey and Rawls. This list seems con- 
troversial in at least two respects. First, including Mill and Green 
appears to run against the trend of recent scholarship, which sets the 
advent of the ‘new liberalism’ closer to the time of Hobhouse. Secondly, 
and far more scandalously, it includes Bosanquet, who, as far as I know, 
has never been called a new liberal and, indeed, whose ‘Toryism’ has 
been contrasted to Green’s ‘Neo-Liberalism’.!3 

At this point we need to clearly distinguish ‘modern liberalism’ 
and the ‘new liberalism’. My main concern in this book is with the 
attempt by our six modern liberals to develop a theory of man that 
reconciles the pursuit of individuality with sociality and membership 
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in a community. All of the six liberals in the above enumeration, I 
will argue, seek such a reconciliation. In Part Two I try to show that 
this conception of man provides the basis of what we might call ‘typical- 
ly modern liberal arguments’ for liberty, democracy, and economic 
reorganisation. When we come to economic questions in Chapter 
VII, the ‘typical modern liberal argument’ is that this theory of man 
supports the collectivistic economic prescriptions associated with the 
new liberals. We may even wish to say that new liberal economics 
is the most natural economics for a modern liberal. But, we shall see 
that by adding extra assumptions to the core modern liberal theory of 
man it is by no means impossible for a modern liberal to be an anti- 
collectivist in economics. Consequently, it makes sense to say that 
Bosanquet, who was certainly a ‘liberal and a reformer’,!4 embraced 
the modern liberal theory of man but refused to endorse the new liberal, 
i.e. ‘collectivist’, economics. Mill and Green too evince modern liberal 
concerns with reconciling individuality and community but only go 
part of the way towards the collectivism of the new liberalism. A 
similar ‘looseness’ between the modern liberal theory of man and liberal 
proposals for developmental-deliberative democracy will also be seen 
to obtain in Chapter VI. In his classic work on The Political Tradition 
of the West, Frederick Watkins held that the ‘distinguishing feature’ 
of modern liberal thought was its emphasis on political deliberation.15 
But as with the collectivism of new liberal economic proposals, I shall 
argue that while modern liberals typically are proponents of the ‘del- 
iberative state’, it is quite possible for a theorist like Bosanquet to 
reconcile the modern liberal theory of human nature with a conception 
of democracy which, while by no means denying the value of delibera- 
tion, puts more stress on underlying institutional structures and only 
partially conscious communal sentiments and ideas. 

I want to argue, then, that the general modern liberal theory of 
human nature is connected to particular political and economic pre- 
scriptions in a ‘loose’ way. Although it provides the basis for such pre- 
scriptions, additional arguments are required to bring this general 
theory to bear on particular issues. And it is because additional argu- 
ments are required that two theorists such as Hobhouse and Bosanquet 
can embrace the general modern liberal theory of human nature but 
disagree about its political applications. This is not to say that ‘anything 
goes’ or that one political position is, in respect to the general modern 
liberal theory of man, as good as any other. We can still judge the 
cogency of the different ways the theory is applied to politics and so 
may well conclude that some attempted applications are relatively 
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unconvincing or are not really in the spirit of the general theory of 
human nature. This, for example, may well be the case for the dispute 
concerning state provision of a social minimum (§VII.B.1): there are, 
I think, grounds for concluding that the new liberals present a con- 
vincing case that state provision of a minimum is necessary to further 
the development of human nature. But Bosanquet’s rejoinders, insisting 
that such aid is harmful to development, cannot simply be rejected on 
logical grounds, i.e. for being inconsistent with the modern liberal 
theory of man. They can be rejected, but on the basis of the plausibility 
of their further psychological postulates, and the immense harm to 
development caused by poverty. To say that differing applications are 
logically consistent with the general theory is not to say that all are 
equally convincing. 

I suspect that some will object to this account of political theorising. 
Those who believe that political philosophy must achieve a Euclidean- 
like deductive rigour will certainly be unhappy with it and will prob- 
ably see it as an admission of the weakness of my thesis. And it is likely 
to confirm the conviction of those who insist that such political argu- 
ment is mere ideology and not philosophy at all. But between these 
two extremes lies a conception of political philosophy as resting on 
genuine arguments, but these being judged more properly in terms of 
plausibility or reasonableness than logical entailment. Moreover, upon 
reflection this seems an eminently reasonable approach. For one of the 
modes of political argument is to show that the ideals or ultimate 
values that lie at the heart of a traditional theory, if ‘properly under- 
stood’, can be shown to lead to policies radically at variance with the 
traditional theory. (The case that comes to mind here is that of C.B. 
Macpherson in relation to liberal-democratic theory.) In such instances 
whether one accepts the traditional or revisionist account will depend 
on which seems to offer the most plausible story as to the proper 
implementation of these ideals. It is most unlikely one’s decision will 
turn on an examination of the deductive validity of the argument. 
And it is to be hoped that it will not simply turn on one’s prior ideol- 
ogical commitments. 


Modern Liberalism and Modern Thought 
One might propose a reductio of this understanding of political think- 


ing along the following lines: ‘If modern liberal theory essentially con- 
cerns the attempt to reconcile individuality and community and only 
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“typically” leads to liberal prescriptions, it seems that Marx and most 
anarchists might be called modern liberals who avoided the “typical” 
conclusions, For Marx and most anarchists, like modern liberals, can 
reasonably be said to aim at the synthesis of individuality and commun- 
ity:16 But (it might be concluded) if Marx and the anarchists are modern 
liberals according to my thesis, something is clearly wrong.’ To begin 
with, the conclusion is not at all as absurd as it might first appear. 
Marx and communal anarchists like Kropotkin do, I think, have much . 
more in common with modern liberals than we are apt to think. The 
problem of reconciling individualised personalities with a yearning for a 
community of some sort informs a great deal of nineteenth-century 
European thinking, and both the modern liberal and Marxist-anarchist 
traditions arise during this era. But that does not mean that either mod- 
ern liberals are closet Marxists or vice versa. As I said above, if all we 
could say about modern liberalism (and the same applies to Marxism 
and anarchism) is that it seeks to integrate individuality and community, 
it would be a pretty thin thing. Modern liberalism is not characterised 
here simply by the attempt to reconcile individuality and sociability 
but, in addition, by (i) the form that reconciliation takes and (ii) the 
way in which the theory of human nature is used to justify liberal- 
democratic institutions. Hence, Part One is devoted to examining just 
how the modern liberal theory of man attempts the reconciliation, 
while Part Two demonstrates how this theory of human nature leads 
to“an endorsement of liberal-democracy. Now, while we shall also 
discover important disagreements among modern liberals on some 
points, I expect that their positions are all much closer to each other 
than any are to Marx. To take an important example: we will see in 
Chapter I that modern liberals look to occupations as a focus for 
organising one’s individuality along specialised lines. Without attempt- 
ing to offer any definitive interpretation of Marx on this score, it seems 
reasonable to hold that he would not have looked kindly on organising 
one’s life around a vocation. Certainly the communal anarchists would 
not have endorsed such ‘bourgeois individuality’. Moreover, we will 
see later (§IJI.E) that, unlike Marx and the anarchists, modern lib- 
erals ultimately stop short of the claim that individuality and com- 
munity can be completely integrated. In the end, despite their aim of 
harmonisation, they believe that communal unity can be pushed too 
far and, hence, endanger individuality. Once this concession is made, 
the ‘typical’ liberal concerns with protecting the autonomy and free- 
dom of the individual can get a foothold. In sum, then, although the 
modern liberals share some of the general hopes and aims of Marx 
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and. the communal anarchists, the specifics of their theory of human 
nature point to important differences between them and radical theor- 
ists, differences, moreover, that-easily lead to typically liberal.concerns. 

However, even if we grant that Marx and the anarchists concur with 
some aspects of the modern liberal theory of man, it is indeed significant 
that they do not draw on this understanding of human nature to just- 
ify a liberal democracy based on a market economy. For as they read 
human nature liberal democracy is not the most fertile ground for its 
growth. In contrast Bosanquet is a modern liberal because he both 
endorses the modern liberal theory of man and provides many of the 
typical modern liberal arguments linking this theory to a liberal order. 
In sum, then, while my thesis recognises that the underlying concerns 
of modern liberal theory are by no means exclusively liberal concerns, 
and might plausibly be said to characterise most post-Rousseauian 
political thought, modern liberalism remains distinct from these other 
strains of modern thought by virtue of the specifics of its theory of 
human nature and the conviction that these provide a justification for 
those institutions characteristic of liberal democracy. 


Modern and Classical Liberalism 


As I indicated above, modern liberals like Mill fairly explicitly saw their 
theory as an alternative to the overly individualistic theory of traditional 
liberalism. One of the assumptions underlying this book is that funda- 
mental differences do indeed separate ‘classical’? and modern liberal 
theory. Although classical liberalism is itself very diffuse, I think that 
it is safe to say that the liberalisms articulated by Locke and James 
Mill,as different as they are, share a vision of men as essentially in- 
dependent, private and competitive beings who see civil association 
mainly as a framework for the pursuit-of their own interests. While I 
do not want to imply that these notions are entirely alien to modern 
liberalism, its conception of man is much more apt to stress mutual 
dependence over independence, co-operation over competition, and 
mutual appreciation over private enjoyment. 

Some, who assert something like an analytic link between the notions 
of liberalism, individualism and competition, may want to insist that 
what I have called classical liberalism is the only true liberalism. Modern 
liberals like Mill, it might be charged, betray liberal ideas by embracing 
communitarian ideals hostile to liberal individualism: modern liberalism 
is not liberal at all. It is to be hoped that Chapter V provides an ade- 
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quate reply to this sort of charge. The aim of Chapter V is not merely 
to show that modern liberals endorse equal liberty — including the 
traditional civil liberties — but that they do so on the basis of their ‘re- 
visionist’ theory of man, drawing upon those communitarian elements 
which are sometimes said to be illiberal. 


Modern and Contemporary Liberalism 


It is essential to realise that it is no part of my thesis that all post-Millian 
liberals are what I have called modern liberals. Most obviously, liberals 
such as F.A, Hayek and Robert Nozick (again, despite their significant 
differences) are no doubt much better understood as being in the clas- 
sical tradition. But, more importantly, in the strictest sense my thesis 
applies only to the'six liberal theorists I discuss. Throughout this book 
‘modern liberals’ strictly denotes only Mill, Green, Hobhouse, Bosan- 
quet, Dewey and Rawls. I add ‘strictly’ as it seems very probable indeed 
that most of what I say will apply to a good many others. If I can show, 
for example, that Green and Bosanquet share a similar theory of 
human nature, it would be most surprising if later liberal idealists 
such as A.D. Lindsay or Emest Barker radically departed from it. The 
sort of ‘Millian-Greenian’ liberalism J discuss in this book, I believe, 
has been an important part of twentieth century liberal thought and, as 
evinced by the application of the thesis to Rawls, remains so to this day. 
But even if the reader disagrees and insists that the study centres 
around a unique group of six thinkers, the use of the general label 
(i.e. ‘modern liberalism’) seems justified. For Iam not dealing here just 
with six political theorists but rather with some of the outstanding 
figures of the past 150 years of liberal theory. If it can be shown that 
Mill, Green, Bosanquet, Hobhouse, Dewey and Rawls argue their cases 
for liberal-democracy on essentially similar grounds, that in itself will 
establish an important strain of liberal political thought even if some- 
how they are the only six who argue in this way. I shall call that 
tradition ‘modern liberalism’. 

Describing this tradition as ‘modern liberalism’ seems appropriate for 
two reasons. First, and most obviously, it points to the fact that all our 
six liberals have written in the past 150 years, and most a good deal 
more recently than that. In comparison to the theories of Hobbes or 
Locke, all these liberals are making attempts to come to terms with a 
modern industrial society. Not only their concern with democracy, 
but also (as we will see) their attention to mass education and economic 
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organisation are manifestations of this effort to apply liberalism to ad- 
vanced industrial societies. Iam not claiming that this is the only sort 
of liberal theory that has tried to come to terms with industrial society; 
certainly, albeit in avery different way, F.A. Hayek has sought to work 
out a liberal theory appropriate to moder society. But, I would 
hazard, much more than Hayek, our modern liberals have seen them- 
selves as innovators and revisionists, consciously rejecting the older 
liberalism as inadequate for modern industrial societies. Another con- 
sideration also supports calling the liberalism of Mill, Green, Bosanquet, 
Hobhouse, Dewey and Rawls, rather than that of Hayek, ‘modern’. 
For, as I have said, their aim of reconciling individuality and commun- 
ity seems one of the basic themes of modern European thought, includ- 
ing that of Marx and the communal anarchists. Calling our six liberals 
‘modern’ thus draws attention to their relation to a much wider move- 
ment in post-Enlightenment European thought. 


Essentialism and Political Theory 


The account of the modern liberal tradition defended in this book 
might be called ‘essentialist’ in the sense that it asserts that the essence 
of modern liberalism is a particular theory of human nature. (Although 
what characterises modern liberalism is this theory of human nature con- 
joined with arguments connecting it to liberal political prescriptions.) 
It might seem old fashioned nowadays to offer such an essentialist 
account. After all, Wittgenstein taught us not to search for a word’s 
essential core meaning but instead to look for the family of meanings 
connecting its varied usages.!7 Cannot a similar account be given of a 
tradition in political theory? No doubt it can, but there is no a priori 
reason why a group of political theories cannot be characterised by a 
common essence rather than simply by ‘family resemblances’. If we 
search for such an essence and it is not to be found, then we may have 
to resort to the looser sort of unity indicated by family resemblance. 
But I aim to show here that modern liberalism is characterised by the 
former sort of unity. 

Although in this respect my thesis may be a radical one, it is import- 
ant to distinguish it from another. I am not arguing that, asa matter of 
fact, modern liberals came to embrace liberal political prescriptions be- 
cause they first assented to this theory of human nature and then saw 
its political implications. Why modern liberals came to embrace liberal- 
ism or, indeed, the modern liberal theory of man is a matter of bio- 
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graphy — or perhaps the sociology of knowledge. It is not itself a part 
of political theory. My concern is with the structure of modern liberal 
political theories, and I shall argue that in that structure the theory of 
human nattre is fundamental. But I leave it entirely open as to whether 
liberals first embraced liberalism and then were attracted to the modern 
liberal theory of man because it cohered with their politics or vice 
versa. (I suspect that both processes were involved.) In any event, my 
concern is with modern liberal theory and not with why modern lib- 
erals come to hold the views. they do. 
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I INDIVIDUALITY 


In Part One I explore the theory of human nature expounded by our 
six modern liberals — Mill, Green, Bosanquet, Hobhouse, Dewey and 
Rawls. The heart of this theory, I shall argue, is an attempt to show 
that sociability, properly understood, is essentially consistent with, 
indeed largely supportive of, individuality. This attempt at reconcilia- 
tion is premised on a conception of individuality according to which, 
no matter how highly developed we might be, we need our fellows to 
complete our lives. The very nature of our individuality thus drives us 
into a co-operative, mutually enriching social life. However, social life 
is not the same as community; whereas the former is premised on inter- 
action and association, community involves a sense of belongingness 
and some devotion to the group. Modern liberals have recognised this, 
believing not only that we are impelled into a co-operative social life, 
but also that we naturally manifest communal outlooks and sentiments. 
Although, as we will see, modern liberals exhibit less agreement on the 
nature of these communal ties than on individuality or social life, 
one important strain in their thinking is that these stronger communal 
ties arise out of the interactions and associations of social life. In this 
respect, then, their theory of human nature is a striking one: if we follow 
out the implications of individuality, we will see that social life and, 
to some extent, community, are its consequences, not inherent enemies. 
Although we will discover that some tensions persist in modern liberal- 
ism between individuality and community, the emphasis is on their 
continuity and harmony, not their opposition. 

In this chapter I examine the foundation of the modern liberal 
theory of man, its conception of individuality. I turn in Chapter II to 
its theory of social life and in Chapter III to modern liberals’ under- 
standings of community. In the conclusion to the third chapter 
(§IILE) I briefly evaluate the success of the modern liberal attempt to 
reconcile individuality and sociability. Finally, after this analysis of the 
modern liberal ideal of personality, Chapter IV examines modern lib- 
erals’ developmental account of the genesis of personality. 


A. Positive Individuality 


It would seem that an uncontentious starting place for an analysis of 
modern liberal individuality is the idea that, at its very core, is the 


15 


16 I Individuality 


tendency ‘to be oneself.! Certainly that is the theme of Mill’s third 
chapter of On Liberty, ‘Of Individuality, As One of the Elements of 
Well-Being’. “Human nature’, Mill writes in an oft-quoted passage, 
‘js not a machine to be built after a model, and set to do exactly the 
work prescribed for it, but a tree, which requires to grow and develope 
[sic] itself on all sides, according to the tendency of the inward forces 
which make it a living thing.’ Indeed, Mill so emphasises that individ- 
uality requires the development of one’s own nature — to be oneself 
— that he sums up his thesis as ‘[h] aving said that Individuality is the 
same thing with development’ .3 

But the idea that individuality consists in being oneself does have a 
controversial history in modern liberal theory, for it lies at the heart 
of Bosanquet’s distinction between ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ individual- 
ity. Bosanquet contrasted positive individuality, or being oneself, 
with a negative or ‘formal’ conception that sees the ‘essence of Individ- 
uality not as the being oneself, but as the not being some one else’.4 
On this negative view, ‘To realise our individuality is to absorb ourselves 
in our exclusiveness. The dim recesses of incommunicable feeling are 
the true shrine of our selfhood.’5 By emphasising our exclusiveness 
and isolation — what we are not rather than what we are — Bosanquet 
believes the content of the self is emptied. Consequently, he argued 
that as in the case of Mill, if such individuals do have content, all that 
will matter is if they are unique and exclusive: individuality thus 
lapses into mere eccentricity.© In a similar vein, Dewey too contrasts 
the creative originality of true individuality with ‘cranky eccentricity’.” 

What makes all this controversial is that Hobhouse, in his classic 
(if polemical) critique of idealist political theory, The Metaphysical 
Theory of the State, specifically attacked Bosanquet’s notion of ‘posit- 
ive individuality’. Charging that Bosanquet denied the distinction be- 
tween persons, Hobhouse, apparently defending the liberal tradition, 
argues in favour of ‘the element of isolation which, in contradiction to 
Bosanquet’s dictum, is the true core of individuality.’® We meet here at 
the outset a characteristic of the Hobhouse-Bosanquet controversy that 
we shall encounter throughout: Hobhouse and Bosanquet commonly 
overstate the distinctiveness of their positions, thus greatly exaggerat- 
ing their differences. To be sure, genuine disagreements exist, but these 
need to be understood in the context of extensive and fundamental 
commonality. The dispute about ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ individual- 
ity is a case in point. While we shall see in §II.D.2 that Bosanquet’s 
theory may well have some difficulties along the lines Hobhouse sug- 
gests, underlying any disagreement on this score is a basic concurrence 
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that individuality has both positive and negative dimensions. His 
assertions of negativity or exclusiveness as the essence of individuality 
notwithstanding, Hobhouse can be found to be repeatedly stressing that 
individuality consists in the positive development of capacities. In his 
Mind in Evolution, for example, he postulates a ‘will to live’ that 
‘persists in the various impulses tending not merely to the maintenance 
of life, but to the maintenance of the individual in his own character, 
the fulfilment of his impulses or desires, the realisation of his individual- 
ity’.? And, in expounding the liberal tradition, he tells us that ‘[m] an- 
hood, and Mill would emphatically add womanhood too, rests on the 
spontaneous development of faculty. To find vent for the capacities 
of feeling, of emotion, of thought, of action, is to find oneself.’!0 
This idea of ‘finding oneself in the positive development of capacities 
is the core of Bosanquet’s conception of selfhood too. Although he 
would have us believe that his is very far indeed from the Millian under- 
standing of individuality, Bosanquet’s talk of our ‘capacities for develop- 
ment’ or our ‘gifts’ and ‘powers’ has a distinctly Millian ring to it.1! 
And while true to his critique of ‘negative individuality’ he insists that 
we do not ultimately care about our ‘bare personality’ or ‘separate 
destiny’, he does insist that we care deeply about the development of 
our capacities to their highest pitch. ‘We want to live out our life, to 
work out our self — a poor thing, but our own — and so all we have to 
give and create’.!2 Moreover, we shall see presently that even Bosan- 
quet, the constant critic of ‘negativity’, recognises that the materials 
out of which each of us fashions our ‘positive’ development differ, thus 
introducing into his theory an element of uniqueness or exclusiveness. 

I wish to suggest, then, that the very core of individuality for liberals 
as diverse as Mill, Bosanquet and Hobhouse (and, as we shall discover 
as we progress, Rawls and Dewey too) is the positive development of 
one’s nature, ‘to be oneself’. A basic theme of all modern liberal writings 
on personality is that we each possess a wide range of capacities, the 
cultivation of which constitutes the essence of individuality. Some 
dispute exists, however, whether this is true of Green. According to 
Sidgwick and Lamont,}3 Green vacillates between (i) a wide concep- 
tion of self-realisation as the realisation of human capacities and (ii) 
self-realisation as the realisation of moral capacities, ie. the Kantian 
Good Will. More radically, interpreters such as H.D. Lewis!* have 
maintained that the realisation of a Kantian Good Will is the essential 
Greenian self-realisation. Now it is only this latter, more radical, inter- 
pretation that we need to consider here: even if Green swings between 
a wide and a narrow conception of capacity, the wider (i.e. human 
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capacity) conception will still be available to him when arguing for lib- 
erty, democracy and economic reorganisation. But if the narrower (i.e. 
Kantian) view is Green’s only, or fundamental, position, it may be 
doubted whether he entertains any Millian conception of individuality 
at all. 

To begin with, it ought to be pointed out that reading Green as any- 
thing like a strict Kantian is problematic. In his own analysis of Kantian 
ethics, Green was led to the conclusion that one of the chief difficul- 
ties in Kant’s theory was its liability to be interpreted in such a way as 
to render the notion of duty purely abstract.45 And, significantly, he 
turns to the Greeks to overcome Kant’s apparent formalism. In the 
early part of his discussion of Greek ethics in his Prolegomena, Green 
writes: 


The good will may be taken to mean a will possessed by some ab- 
stract idea of goodness or of moral law... But it is not thus that we 
understand the good will. The principle which it is here sought to 
maintain is that the perfection of human character — a perfection of 
individuals which is also that of society, and of society which is also 
that of individuals — is for man the only object of absolute or in- 
trinsic value; that, this perfection . . . [consists] in a fulfilment of 
man’s capabilities according to the divine idea or plan. 16 


This seems to support Ann R. Cacoullos’s thesis that Green’s ethics 
is more Aristotelian than Kantian. ‘He finds that Aristotle has offered 
the best account of man’s true good, which he reiterates as follows: 
“The full exercise or realization of the soul’s faculties in accordance 
with its proper excellence, which [is] an excellence of thought, specu- 
lative and practical”.’!7 

We need not insist, however, on accepting a thoroughgoing Aristotel- 
ian interpretation of Green’s ethics. It is sufficient for my thesis that 
Green often talks of human capacities in ways inconsistent with their 
being simply moral capacities in any narrow sense. Thus, for example, 
Green describes the ‘educated citizen of Christendom’ as having devel- 
oped a wider range of faculties ‘than those which are directly exhibited 
in the specifically moral virtues’. Indeed, he tells us that the develop- 
ment of such capacities, which are manifested not only in social relations 
but in the arts and sciences as well, is a necessary constituent of a satis- 
factory life.18 Moreover, Green maintains that we do not know the full 
range of our capacities (see §.E) and that they differ from person to 
person (see §I.B). Neither of these seems to cohere well with an under 
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standing of our capacities as being merely abilities to act from a Kantian 
Good Will. 


B. Unique/Diverse Natures 


The modern liberal conception of individuality is thus ‘positive’ in the 
sense that it centres on the positive development of capacities. But 
surely individuality is more than the development of faculties. Plato, 
as Dewey pointed out, was deeply concerned with ‘discovering and 
developing personal capacities’,!9 yet we hardly think of Plato as a 
philosopher of individuality. As Dewey sees it, Plato’s anti-individualism 
stems from his inability to perceive the uniqueness of individuals. ‘For 
him they fall by nature into classes, and into a very small number of 
classes at that.’2° According to Dewey, it is Rousseau who first insists 
upon the existence of natural psychological and physical differences 
among individuals. ‘Plato exercised a great influence upon Rousseau. 
But the voice of nature now speaks for the diversity of individual 
talents and for the need of free development of individuality in all its 
variety.’24 

The diversity of individual capacities and natures looms large in 
Dewey’s own writings, particularly those on education. In Democracy 
and Education he observes that it is impossible to consider the natural 
powers of humans without being struck by the diversity of individual 
natures. ‘The difference applies not merely to their intensity, but even 
more to their quality and arrangement. As Rousseau said, “Each in- 
dividual is born with a distinctive temperament”.’22 In his essay on 
‘Time and Individuality’ Dewey takes a somewhat different — though 
obviously related — approach. Here he concentrates on the uniqueness 
and originality of individual lives; because we have such rich and varied 
potentialities, Dewey argues, individual life is always ‘pregnant with 
new developments’.2? Hobhouse agrees: life, he says, ‘is individual, 
and in each of its cases there is something unique and unseizable by the 
intellect — creative of essentially novel, and therefore unpredictable, 
developments’.24 

Green, too, at least at times, sounds, if not precisely Rousseauistic, 
romantic. In an early essay he wrote that ‘true individuality [arises] 
from the internal modifications of passion ... These modifications are 
as infinite and complex as the spirit of man itself.’25 But the critical 
statement of Green’s theory of individual differences occurs in $191 
of the Prolegomena: 
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But the function of society being the development of persons, the 
realisation of the human spirit in society can only be attained 
according to the measure in which that function is fulfilled. It does 
not follow from this that all persons must be developed in the same 
way. The very existence of mankind presupposes the distinction be- 
tween the sexes; and as there is a necessary difference between 
their functions, there must be a corresponding difference between 
the modes in which the personality of men and women is developed. 
Again, though, we must avoid following the example of philosophers 
who have shown an a priori necessity for those class-distinctions. of 
their time which after ages have dispensed with, it would certainly 
seem as if distinctions of social position and power were necessarily 
incidental to the development of personality. There cannot be this 
development without a recognised power of appropriating material 
things. This appropriation must vary in its effects according to talent 
and opportunity, and from that variation again must result differ- 
ences in the form which personality takes in different men. Nor does 
it appear how those reciprocal services which elicit the feeling of 
mutual dependence, and thus promote the recognition by one man 
of another as an ‘alter ego’, would be possible without different 
limitations of function and ability, which determine the range within 
which each man’s personality developes [sic], in other words, the 
scope of his personal interests.26 


It is necessary to quote this long passage in full as it is the focus of 
David L. Norton’s recent interpretation of the Prolegomena, which 
contends that Green did not uphold a conception of individuality 
based upon a. diversity of individual natures. According to Norton, 
while it ‘prima facie’ suggests that Green believed individual natures 
to differ, ‘closer examination’ ‘appears’ to show that this is not the case. 
As Norton reads Green, ‘The full context of Prolegomena makes clear 
[that] he rejects innatism altogether as an account of individuality.’2’ 
The key to the passage, he says, is Green’s phrase ‘necessarily incidental’ 
— which he interprets as ‘incidental necessity’. What Green really means, 
Norton tells us, ‘is that it is fortunate that all persons need not be 
developed in the same way, for incidental necessity [e.g. the facts of 
place of birth, parentage, etc.] does not permit identical development’.28 

Norton’s interpretation involves two related, but distinct, claims: 
(i) that Green did not think individual natures differed and (ii) that he 
believed it merely ‘fortunate’ that we need not develop identically, 
since ‘incidental necessity’ precludes it. The first claim is the central 
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one for our present purposes and, upon examination, Norton does not 
provide a great deal of evidence to support it, especially given that it 
seems to run counter to Green’s explicit acknowledgement here of 
differences in abilities and talents. Norton’s main foundation for 
the claim seems to be a reading of Green (following Sidgwick)?? accord- 
ing to which the rational self — the self to be realised — is the same for 
all and. is to be radically distinguished from the animal or bodily self 
(which does differ from one individual to another). But as Cacoullos 
points out, although our ‘animal’ self alone is not the subject of Green’s 
theory of self-realisation, as a constituent of a ‘self-as-a-whole’ it does 
indeed enter into his theory: self-realisation is of the whole self, not 
just the ‘rational’ any more than the ‘animal self’. Green denies only 
that ‘feeling’ amounts to the ‘full individuality of man’, not that it is 
a constituent of individuality.3} 

However, Norton’s interpretation does highlight an important aspect 
of Green’s theory to which I shall have occasion to return (§C.3). 
In an important sense, the development of men’s (rational) nature is 
indeed unitary; whatever particular capacities and talents we possess, 
in so far as their cultivation is understood as the realisation of rational 
or intellectual faculty, all human ‘perfection’ (to use Green’s language, 
see §LE), is essentially the same. I will suggest later that Norton’s 
error does not lie in thinking that Green sees all development as ‘the 
same’ in this way, but in concluding that such commonality is incon- 
sistent with natural differences in talents and capacities. 

(ii) Norton’s second claim — that it is merely ‘fortunate’ that we 
need not exhibit identical development — is far more puzzling, for it 
seems to entirely miss the point of the last sentence of the passage. 
Green argues here that recognition of others and feelings of mutual 
dependence stem from differences in personalities which, at least in 
part, grow from differences in abilities. The implication is that the very 
nature of the social order — men living among others recognised as men 
— derives from the difference in personalities. Pace Norton, it thus does 
not seem that Green thinks it merely fortunate that we need not all 
be developed in the same way; rather, his conception of human society 
as based on an interconnectedness of diverse but mutually recognised 
personalities centrally depends upon differential development. 

As Plamenatz has noted, this understanding of human society as 
premised on the diversity of personalities is also essential to Bosanquet’s 
political theory.* ‘It takes all sorts to make a world’33 is, perhaps, 
Bosanquet’s most important aphorism. We shall see in the next chapter 
that this conception of the social order is central to the modern liberal 
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theory of sociability, but for now what is relevant is the importance it 
places on the differences of individualities as the very essence of social 
life. Not surprisingly, then, Bosanquet reports: ‘I see no reason for 
being afraid of questions about our personal gifts and likings, so far as 
they mean our special capacities.’°4 Moreover, he is very clear (and, 
one must admit, much clearer than Green) that these differences are 
natural. In a discussion of eugenicists’ arguments for selective breeding, 
Bosanquet (as does Hobhouse in a similar analysis) acknowledges that 
we have no reason to doubt the existence of differential inborn qualities 
— though (again like Hobhouse) he does dispute the equation of ‘ “‘infer- 
ior stocks” with the poorer classes’,35 

In an important sense, though, Bosanquet’s (and probably Green’s) 
notion of diverse individual natures departs from the Rousseauian 
view as, for example, it is expressed by Mill: 


Human beings are not like sheep; and even sheep are not undisting- 
uishably alike. A man cannot get a coat or a pair of boots to fit him, 
unless they are either made to his measure, or he has a whole ware- 
houseful to choose from: and is it easier to fit him with a life than 
with a coat, or are human beings more like one another in their 
whole physical and spiritual conformation than in the shape of 
their feet? 36 


Humans are not only diverse, but infinitely so: their natures, theorists 
like Mill and Dewey clearly insist, are distinctive. And because each is 
distinctive, each has at least a potential to make an original contribu- 
tion to human life. While Bosanquet agrees that individual capacities 
and faculties are diverse, he more than once notes that ‘[i] t is possible 
in various degrees for individuals to contain others, and to be identical 
with them.’37 Some people, he suggests, can make no original contribu- 
tion to the world at all. All their capacities, aims, values, plans, etc. 
have been anticipated, indeed manifested, by others. In this sense, 
then, they do not seem capable of originality. Depending upon how 
much is made of this possibility, two positions, both hostile to liberal 
individuality, might emerge. (i) If some few individuals ‘contained’ 
all others, Bosanquet’s theory could easily lead to an exaltation of 
great men and a corresponding disparagement of the masses. (ii) Alter- 
natively, if many individual natures are ‘identical’, we seem to move 
towards a Platonic view of classes of character types. And, unlike the 
first possibility, Bosanquet seems sometimes attracted to this view. In 
the Philosophical Theory of the State, for example, he tells us that 
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‘[t] he individual, in short, is unique, or belongs to a unique class,’38 
This certainly seems to represent a departure from Dewey’s and Mill’s 
insistence on the essential uniqueness of persons. But we also ought to 
take note that. Bosanquet obviously. wishes to minimise the importance 
of the possibility of repetition of personalities. At one place, for 
example, after acknowledging the possibility, he quickly goes on to 
say that ‘repetition and similarity’ are only superficial features of the 
social order. ‘What hold [sic]. society together, we find, are its correlat- 
ive differences; the relation which expresses itself on a large scale in the 
division of labour, or in Aristotle’s axiom, ‘“‘No State can be composed 
of similars’’.’9? 

Moreover, Bosanquet wants to argue that the ‘repetition’ need not 
preclude ‘uniqueness’: ‘Originality, within finite conditions, is not in 
principle excluded by agreement or even by a large measure of repeti- 
tion. Its essence lies in the richness and completeness of a self, not in 
the non-existence of any other self approximating to it.40 We shall 
see later in this chapter (§D.1) that stressing the complexity and rich- 
ness of an individual’s nature does indeed help support a claim to 
uniqueness; still, if some person’sindividuality is so rich that it ‘includes’ 
others (i.e. it manifests all their capacities, enduring aims and projects, 
cherished values, etc.), little room remains for originality on the part of 
the others. Everything thus depends on Bosanquet’s notion of ‘a 
large measure of repetition’. Persons who are in many respects similar 
can certainly still be unique individuals. If all Bosanquet means is that 
unique individuality does not entail extreme eccentricities (and thereby 
exclude significant commonality), then he is without doubt correct. 
But if some person (Jones) generally does ‘contain another’ (Smith), i.e. 
they are not only in ‘a large measure’ similar but, in some sense, Smith 
is included in Jones, then any meaningful notion of unique individual- 
ity (at least for Smith) seems impossible. All things considered, it 
appears most reasonable to conclude that while Bosanquet acknowledges 
the possibility of ‘repetition’, his basic conception of society as com- 
posed of diverse but interconnected personalities leads him to insist 
that it is not the essential feature of the social order and, unless ex- 
treme, does not preclude uniqueness. 

In so far, then, as Bosanquet’s psychology allows that many may 
‘share’ the same personality, we might well say that it entails a ‘weaker’ 
conception of individuality than do Dewey’s or Mill’s theories. But, 
typically, liberal critiques of Bosanquet’s notion of individuality have 
gone a good deal further than this. Hobhouse, for example, stresses 
that Bosanquet maintains ‘the likeness between individuals to a common 
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selP and ultimately denies the reality of the distinction between persons 
altogether.*1 The ‘idea of Personality’, Hobhouse insists, is the ‘ethical 
rock lying always in the track’ of idealism.42 Dewey, following James, 
held pretty much the same view, charging that a philosophy such as 
Bosanquet’s has no room for individuality since ‘according to absolute 
idealism . . . the individual is simply a part determined by the whole of 
which he is a part’.43 

In evaluating such arguments it is of the utmost importance to 
determine in just what sense Bosanquet’s philosophy is hostile to the 
individuality of persons. Certainly his metaphysics does not place 
individual persons in a pre-eminent position. ‘Individuality’, he argued, 
‘is the ultimate completeness of that character of wholeness and non- 
contradiction which we. .. generalised under the name logical stability.’ 
And, Bosanquet argued, only that which is fully complete, ‘a world 
self complete’, ic. a thoroughgoing individual, is ‘ultimately real’. 
Finite individuals (e.g. persons) are not, as we shall see, self-complete 
in this sense and so, he maintains, do not possess ultimate reality. 
Moreover, to add to this apparently damning (from a liberal perspective) 
case, Bosanquet attributes direct value to the Absolute — the only ulti- 
mate individual — and not to finite ‘units’ as such.45 

Quite clearly, then, Bosanquet’s idealism does not ascribe com- 
plete individuality (or, directly, value) to persons. But we ought to be 
wary of jumping too quickly from this to sweeping conclusions about 
the place of individuality (in the usual sense) in his psychology, ethics 
or politics.46 We need to look at what he says about psychology, etc. 
to determine his positions rather than to infer everything from his 
general metaphysics. Let me quickly add that I am not claiming that 
Bosanquet’s psychology is entirely divorced from his metaphysics: 
we will see, for example, that the themes of the incompleteness of 
‘units’ and the integration and completion of ‘units’ into systematic 
wholes do indeed carry over from his metaphysics to his theories of 
individuality and social life. But we will also see that, in the context 
of an account of individual psychological organisation or of social life, 
these are typically modern liberal themes (certainly they are to be 
found in Hobhouse) and, indeed, form a central part of the modern lib- 
eral theory of man. My point, then, is that we must look at each issue 
involving individuality, social life and community in its own right and 
refrain from the temptation to read off all the answers from Bosanquet’s 
general metaphysics. In this spirit, our concern at present is thus simply 
whether Bosanquet acknowledged a diversity of individual (personal) 
natures and, as we have seen, there can be no doubt that he did so. 
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C. Higher Natures and Excellences 


Up to this point ‘individuality’ has been used to refer to both the 
possession of unique natures and the outcome of their development. 
Although Dewey, for example, sometimes seems to endorse the former 
usage, holding individuality to be ‘potentiality, a capacity for develop- 
ment’,*” there is a good reason for settling on the latter use. A basic 
theme in a great deal of modern liberal writings is that individuality, 
to use Bosanquet’s words, is a ‘determinate achievement or expansion 
on the part of the self’.48 Indeed, even Dewey ultimately seemed to 
think that a distinctive feature of modern liberalism is its understanding 
of individuality as ‘something that is attained only by continuous 
growth’.49 The remainder of this chapter is thus devoted to examining 
just how an individual’s unique (or at least generally distinctive) nature 
provides the foundation for the achievement of an individualised per- 
sonality. 


C.1. Higher and Lower Pleasures 


The starting place for any discussion of the cultivation of capacities in 
modern liberalism is Mill’s theory of excellence. One. of his major 
criticisms of Bentham’s psychology was that ‘{m] an is never recognised 
by him as a being capable of pursuing spiritual perfection as an end; of 
desiring, for its own sake, the conformity of his own character to his 
standard of excellence.’5° In contrast, Mill thought that the pursuit of 
excellence (as an end) was not only a possibility but, as he indicated in 
Utilitarianism, an innate tendency. Men, he tells us, are born with a 
capacity to appreciate the ‘nobler feelings’ or ‘higher pleasures’. And if 
they can be appreciated, they will be preferred to the lower pleasures. 
‘It may be questioned whether anyone who has remained equally sus- 
ceptible to both classes of pleasures, ever knowingly and calmly prefer- 
red the lower.’5! Mill, of course, realised that some do prefer the lower 
pleasures, but, he believed, ‘those who undergo this very common 
change’ only do so after they have lost their natural capacity to enjoy 
the higher pleasures. ‘I believe that, before they devote themselves 
exclusively to the one, they have already become incapable of the 
other.’52 

This distinction between higher and lower pleasures has exercised 
tremendous influence on other modern liberal theorists. Green, Hob- 
house, Bosanquet, Dewey and Rawls all take over some such doctrine, 
most with explicit acknowledgement of Mill’s influence.53 And while, 
not too surprisingly, they have different understandings of just what 
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the distinction involves, two general themes seem to dominate their 
interpretations: (i) the cultivation of complex capacities and (ii) the 
centrality of intellectual (and artistic) pursuits. 


C.2. Complexity 


Mill’s main concern in Utilitarianism (Ch. II, paras. 4-8) is to argue that 
we naturally prefer the more arduous activity of cultivating our higher 
faculties to the pursuit of easy pleasures. As such, he seems to assume 
that the cultivation of higher faculties is obviously a demanding task 
and so tells us little as to why it is so difficult. Nor is Green of much 
help here; like Mill he seems mainly concerned with providing philos- 
ophic and psychological foundations for ‘the conviction that there is a 
lower and a higher — that there are objects less and more worthy ofa 
man’.54 Bosanquet, however, is somewhat more explicit as to just why 
some sorts of cultivation can be so arduous: 


The “arduous” pleasures, or better, satisfactions, have a complex 
character ... No one doubts that the satisfaction which they give 
is fuller and more harmonious than that of bodily pleasures or 
those which relatively approach the nature of the latter. But every 
one, except perhaps remarkably gifted natures, experiences a certain 
resistance in the enjoyment of them. They involve an exertion com- 
parable to that of serious intellectual work, a resolution of discrep- 
ancies, and a maintenance of unusual and exhausting moods of 
feeling.55 


Although the similarity of Rawls’s Aristotelian Principle to Mill’s 
position has been widely notedS® (including by Rawls himself), it is 
less often pointed out that it avoids the most problematic part of 
Mill’s doctrine, viz. the existence of ‘higher faculties’. Rather than 
positing the existence of ‘higher faculties’, the cultivation of which is a 
difficult but highly satisfying endeavour, Rawls directly postulates as 
a ‘deep psychological fact’ that ‘other things equal, human beings 
enjoy the exercise of their realized capacities (their innate or trained 
abilities), and this enjoyment increases the more the capacity is realized, 
or the greater its complexity.’5”? Rawls thus streamlines Mill’s doctrine 
by upholding a direct enjoyment of complexity rather than. endorsing 
complexity via the cultivation of higher faculties. However, he allows 
(with Mill and GreenS®) that this drive to excellence may be defeated or 
thwarted; the Aristotelian Principle ‘formulates a tendency and not an 
invariable pattern of choice, and like all tendencies, it may be over- 
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tidden’.5? We shall see in Chapter IV that this view of natural tend- 
encies is central to the developmental psychologies of modern liberals. 

At first glance, Dewey’s and Hobhouse’s interpretation of Mill’s 
doctrine seems to run in very nearly the opposite direction from 
Rawls’s. Whereas Rawls concentrates on the development of particular 
capacities in complex and refined ways, Dewey insists that carrying 
‘special individual abilities to a high pitch’ is by no means sufficient to 
achieve individuality. In a similar vein, Hobhouse more than once 
takes pains to distinguish the cultivation of a particular capacity from 
the achievement of an integrated individuality; furthermore, he be- 
lieved, isolated cultivation of particular capacities actually may be 
incompatible with an integrated personality. ‘We conclude’, wrote 
Dewey and Tufts, 


that the truth contained in Mill’s statement is not that one “faculty” 
is inherently higher than another, but that a satisfaction which is 
seen, by reflection based on large experience, to unify in a harm- 
onious way his whole system of desires is higher in quality than a 
good which is such only in relation to a particular want in isolation. © 


It would seem, then, that whereas Rawls focuses on the refinement of 
particular capacities, Dewey and Hobhouse stress the overall develop- 
ment of personality. But, as I indicated, this difference is more appar- 
ent than real. Hobhouse, for example, can be found distinguishing the 
‘higher faculties of man’ from the ‘primitive pleasures’ and stressing the 
pleasure ‘we find in the full development of faculty’ while Dewey 
praises Plato for advocating the training of each in his special mode of 
excellence.® Moreover, as we shall see in §D, Rawls and Mill (and 
certainly Green and Bosanquet) are very much concerned with organis- 
ing an individual’s capacity repertoire into an integrated personality. 
The difference, then, is largely one of emphasis, with Rawls giving 
pride of place to particular excellences and Dewey and Hobhouse 
stressing the need for overall integration. 


C.3. Intellectual Development 


From Mill onwards modern liberal discussions of human excellences 
have been premised on the belief that the higher faculties or complex 
pleasures are very much intellectual ones while the easy pleasures are 
those of the body (as Hobhouse described them, ‘the pleasures of eat- 
ing, drinking, and sex’). Mill himself was fairly explicit in seeing the 
doctrine of qualities of pleasure as a ‘higher ground’ from which to 
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argue for the ‘superiority of mental over bodily pleasures’.© Indeed, 
one recent reader of Mill has gone so far as to conclude that ‘the 
cultivation of individuality is the development of reason’.© It would, 
I think, be equally reasonable to describe any modern liberal concep- 
tion of individuality in these terms; all their analyses of individuality 
are informed by the supposition that the development of individuality 
and the growth of intellect — if not the same — are very closely linked. 
Even when modern liberals are trying to be most open about possible 
lines of development, they seem to reveal a bias towards the intellectual. 
In a short discussion of an eccentric who finds satisfaction in counting 
blades of grass, for example, Rawls sees fit to assure us that ‘[h]e is 
otherwise intelligent and actually possesses unusual skills, since he 
manages to survive by solving difficult mathematical problems for a 
fee,’67 

It is important to realise that in itself the pursuit of individuality 
does not necessitate a commitment to the centrality of intelligence. 
We ought to recall that despite his emphasis on individuality, the author 
of the First Discourse was not in the main prone to praise intellectual 
pursuits.66 Not even a devotion to individual excellence requires 
giving such an important place to the intellect. And, indeed, modem 
liberals sometimes do acknowledge other modes of excellence as, for 
example, in craft; but even here they are apt to emphasise the ‘element 
of brain-culture’ in ‘handicraft’. That is, rather than resting their 
support for crafts (and indeed all sorts of manual work) on their dist- 
inctive excellences, they seem to favour assimilating craftsmanship to 
intellectual pursuits. (Mill’s famous support of producer co-operatives 
is a case in point: the transformation from servants to masters, he 
strongly stressed, would do much to raise the lével of intelligence of 
the working class and, hence, promote their development.) Although, 
no doubt, a multitude of plausible explanations could be advanced 
for preferring “brain-culture’ in this way, I shall content myself with 
briefly mentioning two. 

First, and most obviously, the modern liberal preoccupation with 
the development of the ‘higher faculties’ largely arose as a self-conscious 
alternative to the straightforward hedonism of the early utilitarians. 
Although Mill believed that an intelligent hedonism could take account 
of the ‘higher faculties’,71 more typical was Green’s belief that a con- 
sistent and singleminded pursuit of pleasure would lead to the ‘em- 
bazrassment’ of the ‘higher impulses’. Once the problem is posed as 
finding a more adequate conception of the human good than the mere 
pursuit of pleasure, it does not seem hard to see how the elevation of 
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intellectual endeavours came about: if the aim is to avoid a pig philos- 
ophy, it is natural enough to build one with Socrates in mind. This is 
not to say, however, that modern liberals advocate some sort of ascet- 
icism. Later on (§IV.B.2) we shall discover that while they insist that 
an adequate life gives pride of place to intellectual development and, 
consequently, cannot centre on the pursuit of pleasure, modern liberals 
do not wish to entirely divorce pleasure from development. Pleasure, 
they will be found to argue, ought not be our goal, but a healthy de- 
velopment nevertheless will lead to a fair measure of pleasure. 

Secondly, and more fundamentally, the emphasis on the intellectual 
element in all development accords well with what we might call the 
liberal conviction of the similitude of men. Although modern liberals 
certainly believe that individual natures differ, they also hold the trad- 
itional liberal view that all men share a similar nature and, consequently, 
their differences — unlike, for instance, those separating Plato’s classes 
or citizens — do not mark off radically different types or grades of 
existences. Whether the claim has been that we are all God’s children, 
all rational beings or all creatures capable of pleasure and pain (thus, 
incidentally, extending similitude to non-human animals), liberals have 
insisted that whatever differences individuals manifest, they are essen- 
tially the same sort of beings. With regard to individual development, 
the corresponding modern liberal claim is that all the differential 
individualised developments are manifestations of man’s common, 
rational nature. This, I would venture, is the feature of Green’s theory 
that David L. Norton’s interpretation seizes upon, though he wrongly 
draws the conclusion that it is inconsistent with natural individual 
differentiation. Bosanquet expressed the core of Green’s thought best, 
I think, when saying that ‘[t]he forwarding of human nature is the 
same work in kind whatever may be the particular aspect of the univer- 
sal in favour of which we have to deny our immediate selves.’73 This is 
not to deny individuality, but to assert the similitude of all develop- 
ment. It is this concern with the similitude of men, I think, that lies 
at the heart of the modem liberal emphasis on the intellectual dimen- 
sion of all individuality. 

I hasten to add that similitude does not imply equality. We all 
might be capable of reason or intellectual growth, and yet some more 
capable than others. Indeed, liberals generally have thought men to be 
unequally endowed with such capacities, and modern liberals are not 
exceptions. Thus, for example, it will be seen in Chapter VI that Mill 
definitely recognises differing degrees of intellectual capacity and, 
moreover, maintains that the better endowed — the ‘elite’ — ought to 
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have a leading role in politics, being the more competent. But, as we 
will also see, even here the similitude of men asserts itself. Despite his 
insistence on intellectual differences, Mill by no means endorses @ la 
Plato) a political caste of those competent to command and rule with 
other classes destined to simply obey and follow. Some must rely on 
the judgement of others, but they ought to do so in an intelligent and 
critical way.75 Followers, then, are not different sorts of beings, unable 
to enter into the realm of politics and evaluate their leaders but, rather, 
they share the same fundamental nature with their governors and, 
hence, are able to intelligently participate in politics. 


C.4, Art, Emotion and Intellect 


The modern liberal conception of individuality is not purely intellect- 
ual. But even when they seem inclined to follow Rousseau’s emphasis 
on the emotional life, modern liberals are apt to do it in a markedly 
intellectual manner. Art, and particularly poetry, occupy a remark- 
ably prominent place in the thinking of Mill, Dewey and Bosanquet. 
Perhaps it ought to have been expected: reading Wordsworth, after all, 
brought Mill out of the depression that followed his loss of Benthamite 
faith. It was during this time, Mill reports, ‘that I, for the first time, 
gave its proper place, among the prime necessities of human well-being, 
to the internal culture of the individual’.7 According to J.M. Robson, 
although Mill believed the appeal of poetry was to the feelings, the 
great poets must have cultivated intellects.7”7 Wrote Mill: 


Where the poetic temperament exists in its greatest degree, while the 
systematic culture of intellect has been neglected, we may expect 
to find, what we do find in the best poems of Shelley—vivid repre- 
sentations of states of passive and dreamy emotion, fitted to give 
extreme pleasure to persons of similar organization to the poet, 
but not likely to be sympathized in, because not understood, by 
any other persons; and scarcely conducing at all to the noblest end 
of poetry as an intellectual pursuit, that of acting upon the desires 
and characters of mankind through their emotions, to raise them 
towards the perfection of their nature.” 


In a similar sort of way, Dewey too stresses that, while the aesthetic 
is especially concerned with the emotional quality of experience, it 
also has a meaning, and thus an intellectual element.”? In Green’s early 
essay on the ‘Value and Influence of Works of Fiction’ we again meet 
the idea that while works of imagination ‘appeal directly to the emo- 
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tions’, they have an intellectual dimension as well. Green’s thesis is that 
while epic poems, dramas and novels. all present emotional appeals, 
they do so in very different ways. Although he sees some merit in 
novels — because they concern such a wide range of human character 
and activity and.are ‘thus a great expander of the sympathies’ — Green 
ultimately deprecates them as appealing to ‘more ordinary minds than 
the poet’.® This contrast between easy and more taxing forms of art 
becomes a central theme in Bosanquet’s aesthetics. Indeed, for Bosan- 
quet, perhaps the most important case of the distinction between easy 
and difficult pleasures (or satisfactions) concerns the appreciation of 
what he calls easy and difficult beauty. Appreciation of the latter, 
he argues, is so arduous as to amount in some persons to repellance: 
‘in general, one may say that the common mind — and all our minds 
are common at times — resents any great effort of concentration 
The kind of effort required is not exactly an intellectual effort; 
it is something more, it is an imaginative effort.’"®! Yet the necessity 
of such concentration and effort does not mean that aesthetics is not at 
bottom concerned with the emotional life: ‘Beauty is feeling become 
plastic.’® 
While no definitive conclusions can be drawn from such a rapid 
sketch of the aesthetic theories of modern liberals, it does not seem. out 
of order to put forward one, fairly plausible, thesis. A central aspect of 
Mill’s, Green’s, Bosanquet’s and Dewey’s views on art (and, in particy- 
lar, poetry) seems to be a concern wtih intellectualising or refining the 
emotional life. While agreeing that art somehow intrinsically appeals 
to the emotions, all argue that this emotional dimension does not 
preclude intellectual elements or complex and arduous cultivation. 
Again, we need to realise that other options exist, even given an intel- 
lectualist understanding of excellence. Like Plato, for example, it 
might have been maintained that (dramatic) poetry necessarily appeals 
to, and encourages, the emotions and not reason and is on that account 
suspect. ‘It waters the growth of passions which should be allowed to 
wither away and sets them up in control, although the goodness and 
happiness of our lives depend on their being held in subjection.’® Or, 
less radically, one could (while still upholding a commitment to cultiva- 
tion of the intellect) follow Bentham in seeing the ‘deeper feelings of 
human nature’ as ‘idiosyncrasies of taste’ which are of concern neither 
tothe moralist nor to the legislator — nor for that matter to the political 
philosopher. But Mill, Green, Bosanquet and Dewey neither repress 
nor ignore the emotional life but instead integrate its development with 
that of the intellect.85 As we are about to see, the stress on an inte- 
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grated development of the diverse aspects of an individual’s nature is 
fundamental to the modern liberal theory of man. 


D. The Organisation of Individuality 
D.1. Life Plans 


Thus far our concern has been with the separate capacities of each 
individual. But not only have modern liberals asserted that we have 
distinctive capacities, but they have also stressed, as Hobhouse put it, 
‘the extraordinary range of human potentiality’.86 Now, as Rawls 
argues, the extraordinary range of our potentialities introduces the 
problem of organising the capacities into a coherent individuality: 


[O] ne basic characteristic of human beings is that no one person 
can do everything that he might do; nor a fortiori can he do every- 
thing that any other person can do. The potentialities of each 
individual are greater than he can hope to realize; and they fall far 
short of the powers available to men generally. Thus everyone must 
select which of his abilities and possible interests he wishes to en- 
courage; he must plan their training and exercise, and schedule their 
pursuit in an orderly way.®7 


As Rawls takes his conception of a plan of life from Josiah Royce, the 
American idealist,88 it is not perhaps very surprising to find much the 
same notion in Bosanquet, who repeatedly talks of ‘plans’ or ‘schemes 
of life? according to which ‘the contents of the self can be organised’. 
But the idea goes back considerably further than Royce and Bosanquet: 
indeed, since Mill uses it in the third chapter of Liberty, one is 
tempted to say that it was present at the birth of the modern liberal 
conception of individuality. 

Perhaps the most significant feature of emphasising the organising 
of one’s capacities (and interests and purposes) according to a plan 
is the distinction thus introduced between the self (the planner) and 
one’s capacities (as resources to be utilised and organised).9! In contrast, 
for example, to Hobbes’s man — who was essentially a system of passions 
— or to James Mill’s — who was essentially a bundle of associations — 
the modern liberal man is not simply a system or bundle of capacities: 
he is rather a selector and organiser of capacities and abilities.9? More- 
over, as Rawls makes clear, the individual cannot be simply identified 
with any particular plan: not being detailed blueprints, they are liable 
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to change and revision throughout our lives. Indeed, in recent restate- 
ments of his position, Rawls is particularly concerned with showing 
that his theory is premised on a conception of persons according to 
which ‘they think of themselves not as inevitably tied to the pursuit 
of the particular final ends they have at any given time, but rather as 
capable of revising and changing these ends on reasonable and rational 
grounds.’°3 Even Bosanquet, who never seems to tire of arguing that 
the ‘I’ is not an abstract ego but a system of content, adds that ‘this 
content is not permanent or unchangeable, or essentially attached to 
the self”.4 

For the modern liberal, then, a genuine individuality is an ongoing 
organisation of at least some of one’s distinctive capacities into, as 
Bosanquet put it, ‘a unique and creative construction’. It is worth 
pointing out here that plans can be unique for two reasons. First, as 
Rawls argues, plans will vary from person to person because endow- 
ments and opportunities differ.9%° Even if our endowments were not 
unique, however, and each shared a roughly similar set of extraordin- 
arily various capabilities, we could still fashion a unique and creative 
construction. Uniqueness would then turn on the tremendous variety 
of the ways in which a rich common endowment could be organised 
instead of deriving from unique natures. Recalling Bosanquet’s hesit- 
ations about uniqueness of natures, we can now see that he can quite 
intelligibly talk of unique individualities without adopting a unique 
natures position. However, a problem persists. In an important sense, 
this understanding of uniqueness provides a weaker basis for arguments 
supporting liberty than does a unique natures thesis. One of the main 
modern liberal arguments for liberty, which we shall uncover in Chapter 
V, is that which contends that each requires freedom to find or create 
the life that best suits his nature. Since we all have different com- 
plex natures (it is argued), we will be thwarted by any attempt to 
impose on us pre-existing models of life: we each must discover what 
our nature permits and requires. On this view human nature is vio- 
lated not only when adults (who already possess different life plans) 
are forced to adopt certain models of life, but even when the attempt 
is made to model children according to some narrow ideal of excel- 
lence. Now whatever the merits of this sort of argument, it is clearly 
weakened if our uniqueness stems not from our unique nature but from 
the way in which we have organised a common endowment. If the 
latter is the case, ie. that we are all ‘born the same’, individuality is 
definitely still possible but this ‘Millian’ argument for liberty loses 
some of its force. It is thus important to realise that although Bos- 


34 I Individuality 


anquet (and, in general, other modern liberals) rightly insists that 
unique individualities can arise from the complexity of construction 
as well as differential natures, he also admits a diversity of individual 
natures (though not a uniqueness) and so, to some extent, can appar- 
ently avail himself of the ‘Millian’ argument for liberty. 


D.2,. Plans and Coherence 


The idea of a plan of life, and in particular its Rawlsian formulation, 
has been attacked by Robert Paul Wolff as conflicting with ‘the organic, 
developmental character of a healthy: human personality’.9’ According 
to Wolff, Rawls’s emphasis on prudential planning and calculation is 
appropriate to directing a firm, ‘[b]ut the living of a life is not at all 
like the managing of a firm. A firm is a legal person, not an organic, 
natural, living creature.°8 Wolff is certainly right that calculations and 
cost-benefit analysis are usually part of planning, and seem to occupy 
a particularly prominent place in Rawls’s discussion.9? But Wolff's 
contrast between the notion of a life plan and an “organic” conception 
of personality seems puzzling in at least two respects. First, as we have 
seen, like other modern liberals, Rawls places considerable emphasis 
on the development of capacities and the evolution of plans: hence 
his conception seems ‘organic’ qua development and change. Secondly, 
Wolff sometimes uses ‘organic’ in the more-or-less idealist sense as 
meaning (roughly) interconnections and mutual dependence among 
members of a whole.!©0 Certainly Rawls’s plans are organic in this 
sense too: 


The aim of deliberation is to find that plan which best organizes 
our activities and influences the formation of our subsequent wants 
so that our aims. and interests can be fruitfully combined into one 
scheme of conduct. Desires that tend to interfere with other ends, 
or which undermine the capacity for other activities, are weeded 
out; whereas those that are enjoyable in themselves and support 
other aims as well are encouraged. A plan, then, is made up of 
subplans suitably arranged in a hierarchy, the broad features of the 
plan allowing for the more permanent aims and interests that com- 
plement one another,10! 


As IJ indicated, this notion of an organisation of capacities and in- 
terests into a mutually supporting system is very much a part of ideal- 
ism, in particular its doctrine of self-realisation. As A.J.M. Milne under- 
stands it, the point of the doctrine is that the self is realised through an 
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ongoing development of a way of life that organises one’s various 
native endowments into a coherent whole. Just what activities and 
capacities form a part of one’s plan, and their importance in it, will 
turn upon the ease or difficulty with which they can be ‘incorporated’ 
into ‘a coherent way of living’. Certainly this view is characteristic of 
Green who, as Milne says, always insisted on the self-consistent and 
coherent development of capacities.!0 Bosanquet is even more em- 
phatic: he postulates an ‘irrepressible instinct’.to harmony, system, 
coherence, or order.1°3 In our own personality, as in our experience 
of the world, we are repulsed by contradiction and anarchy and so seek 
reconciliation, systematisation and unity. The ‘best life’ for man, then, 
is one that ‘satisfies the fundamental logic of man’s capacities’ and 
achieves a systematic whole. 1+ 

Though not idealists, Hobhouse and Dewey were very much in- 
fluenced by idealism, and this shows through clearly in their positions 
on the organisation of personality.15 Above all, Hobhouse is the ex- 
ponent of harmony — in the inner life and in the life of society. ‘Human 
nature’, he tells us, is only a mass of undeveloped and unorganised 
hereditary capacities. What can be made of it turns on the way our 
potentialities are related to one another. ‘They may so check and dis- 
turb each other that the resulting life is anarchic or mean or con- 
centrated on paltry and limited ends, or they may so harmonise as to 
constitute a life rich in splendour of achievement.7!% But it is not 
merely a matter of choice between different lines of development; 
adopting an essentially idealist position, Hobhouse conceives ‘Practical 
Reason’ as an impulse towards unity and coherence. Dewey has a 
strikingly similar view. ‘Rationality’, he writes, ‘is not a force to evoke 
against impulse and habit. It is the attainment of a working harmony 
among diverse desires.’ Given this essentially synthetic conception of 
reason, it is obvious that a rational plan of life is necessarily one that 
does not ignore the interconnectedness or unity of life (i.e. its ‘organ- 
ic’ character). In contrast to the classical liberal, for a modern liberal 
like Dewey ‘[t]he office of deliberation is not to supply an induce- 
ment to act by figuring out where the most advantage is to be pro- 
cured. It is to resolve entanglements in existing activity, restore con- 
tinuity, recover harmony, utilize loose impulse and re-direct habit.’1 


D.3. Three Unacceptable Modes of Life 


All this talk of harmony, integration and interconnectedness of lives 
is, however, very abstract. So as to get a clearer idea of just what it 
involves, it may be helpful to see how it might translate into practice. 
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Let us approach the question by considering just what sort of ‘life 
styles’ are ruled out. 

(i) First, the romantic idea of pure, spontaneous self-expression 
obviously is at odds with the impulse to coherence and harmony. Not 
surprisingly, then, Dewey warns of the danger of ‘capricious or discon- 
tinuous action in the name of spontaneous self-expression’! Although 
we can find some accolades to spontaneity in modern liberal writings,11° 
their assertions of an impulse to coherence and the need to systematise 
the cultivation of capacities according to a life plan would seem to 
require that it occupy a subordinate place in any sort of satisfying life. 
In fact, so far from concentrating on spontaneity and living for the 
moment, modern liberals have been prone to look to occupations as 
the key to an integrated life. Again Dewey epitomises the modern 
liberal view: 


A vocation means nothing but such a direction of life activities as 
renders them perceptibly significant to a person, because of the con- 
sequences they accomplish, and also useful to his associates. The 
opposite of a career is neither leisure nor culture, but aimlessness, 
capriciousness, the absence of cumulative achievement in exper- 
ience.1! 


Whereas Dewey and Rawls stress the importance of occupations for 
development, the idealists, and particularly Bosanquet, make a great 
deal of the idea of one’s ‘station and its duties’. Putting aside for now 
the element of social service (which we shall see in §III.D also informs 
the idea of an occupation), Bosanquet’s notion of a station — including 
not only occupation, but family life, etc. — plays very much the same 
integrating role as Dewey’s ‘vocation’. ‘Our station and its duties’, 
says Bosanquet in a characteristic sentence, ‘is the heart and spirit of 
our own little life,’1!2 

At first glance, Mill’s individuals may seem a good deal more spon- 
taneous and, so, much less career oriented than, say, either Dewey’s 
or Bosanquet’s. After all, in Liberty he speaks of ‘the element of 
spontaneity and individuality’ and thus at least hints at some necessary 
connection between the two,4!3 And indeed it is probably accurate to 
say that Mill had more appreciation of the necessity for some spon- 
taneity in life than any other modern liberal. Yet we are not justified 
in going much further than this. As I said before, the notion of a plan 
of life plays a prominent role in the argument of Liberty. According to 
Mill, ‘he who chooses his plan for himself’ utilises all his faculties. ‘He 
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must use observation to see, reasoning and judgment to foresee, activ- 
ity to gather materials for decision, discrimination to decide, and when 
he has decided, firmness and self-control to hold to his deliberate 
decision.’414 Even more to the point, Mill concludes his case for the 
equality of the sexes by insisting, in The Subjection of Women that the 
‘free direction and disposal’ of faculties requires a free choice of occu- 
pation. A vocation, he argues, is a focus of ‘interests and excitements’ 
that provides ‘a worthy outlet of the active faculties’. To be denied a 
congenial occupation, then, is to be ‘fettered and restricted’; to lose 
one often ‘brings ennui, melancholy, and premature death’.1!5 

(ij) Hobhouse — who, as I have said, was if nothing else the 
theorist of harmony and integration — distinguished what might be 
called ‘weak’ and ‘strong’ conceptions of harmony. At its minimum, 
Hobhouse says, harmony requires mutual consistency of the develop- 
ment of different aspects of our nature.!/© But in the stronger sense, 
harmony demands not only consistency but mutual reinforcement 
as well. ‘A perfect organism’, says Hobhouse, ‘still consists of self- 
assertive parts, but they are so related that each in the most complete 
fulfilment of its own tendencies aids in the fulfilment of the remainder. 
This is the relation of harmony.’!!7 What this means, then, is that not 
only random self-expression but sustained cultivation of isolated in- 
terests and capacities also fall short of harmonious integration. One 
who plays many roles (e.g. a university professor, a mother, a sports 
fan, and a citizen) but who compartmentalised the performance of each 
would thus not achieve the ‘rational unity’ of a ‘whole life’.148 In some 
— not all that clear — sense, her professorship, say, ought to support 
her role as a mother, as a citizen, as a sports fan. The attainment of 
such integration, while in accord with our nature, is of course no easy 
task, and in any event likely to be incomplete. ‘Integration’, as Dewey 
said, ‘is something to be achieved. Division of attitudes and responses, 
compartmentalizing of interests, is easily acquired.’!!9 Nevertheless, 
the modern liberal ideal of self-realisation,. especially in the idealists 
and those they influenced, is to a very great extent premised on the 
goal of a unified or coherent life (§II-D.2). 

Gi) Critiques of romantic self-expression and compartmentalised 
roles follow in a fairly straightforward fashion from the modern liber- 
al’s emphasis on planning, integration and harmony. Somewhat sur- 
prisingly, though, the sort of life which they seem most concerned 
with criticising is, at least so it seems, consistent with harmony. In his 
lectures on psychology, Bosanquet seems to say that a self-consistent 
personality can be achieved by rooting out or repressing any aspects of 
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the self. not consistent with some one overriding goal (in his example, 
private satisfaction). ‘It would be an attempt at a kind of system, but 
narrowed rather than enlarged.’!20 Hobhouse too recognises that an 
individuality may be dominated by some single overriding object rather 
than resting on a harmonious adjustment of a wide range of interests 
informed by ‘a rational appreciation of life as a many-sided whole’.!21 
Moreover — again, this accords ill with the idea that Bosanquet and 
Hobhouse were always at odds — both believe that the attempt to 
achieve harmony by narrowing the contents of the personality is the 
real root of egoism.!22 It does not appear, then, that it is mere harmony 
or integration, but a ‘fullness of scope for our many-sided nature’ 
that informs a suitable life. And, consequently, not only spontaneous 
and compartmentalised, but narrow lives as well, are to be criticised. 

Like so much of the modern liberal conception of individuality, the 
ideal of many-sided and full development can be found in the third 
chapter of Liberty. Most explicit, of course, is Mill’s quotation from 
Von Humboldt: ‘ ‘‘The end of man” ’, the latter writes in The Sphere 
and Duties of Government, ‘ ‘‘is the highest and most harmonious 
development of his powers to a complete and consistent whole” ’.123 
Less explicit but more widespread, though, are Mill’s comparisons 
of human nature to plants, trees, etc., requiring growth and develop- 
ment ‘on all sides, according to the tendency of the inward forces 
which make. it a living thing’.!24 However, as Maurice Mandelbaum has 
pointed out, despite these straightforward indications. of Mill’s belief 
in the desirability and naturalness of a many-sided development, his 
well-known endorsement of eccentricity strongly suggests that he was 
not particularly critical of strong, though essentially one-sided, person- 
alities.125 It does not follow from this, though, that Mill’s position is 
contradictory: he can quite consistently uphold many-sided personality 
as a higher form of development while simultaneously applauding in- 
dividualities that, while narrow, manifest more of the trends of the 
individual’s nature than what he saw as the average moulded character 
of his day. 

Still, it is really in the idealists and those most influenced by them 
that the striving towards a full and rich development assumes a pre- 
eminent place in liberal theory. Certainly, Green (who very much in- 
fluenced not only Bosanquet and Hobhouse but Dewey too)!26 con- 
ceived of individual development as progressing towards a fuller and 
richer life. In thinking of ultimate perfection, he says, one ‘thinks of it 
indeed as perfection for himself; as a life in which he shall be fully 
satisfied through having become all that the spirit within him enables 
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him to become’.!27 The links between this conception of development 
and idealist positions in logic, epistemology and metaphysics — with 
their emphasis on coherence, system and completeness — are, however, 
clearer in Bosanquet: 


Mind and individuality, so far as finite, find their fullest expression 
as aspects of very complex and precisely determined mechanical 
systems. This is the law, I believe wholly without exception, for 
every higher product of the human soul and intelligence and also of 
cosmic evolution. It follows necessarily from the nature of ‘“‘being 
and trueness,” as Plato calls them. The greater being must have the 
more perfect coherence, and the more perfect coherence must have 
the fuller content.128 


Interestingly, Bosanquet seems to depart here from his position in 
Psychology of the Moral Self. Whereas in the Psychology (as we saw) 
he seems to allow that coherence can be purchased by narrowing the 
self, he here maintains that a more perfect coherence requires a fuller 
content.!29 In seeking narrowness, he says in another place, one tries to 
repress aspects of his nature, but ‘of what is extruded something re- 
fuses to be suppressed and forms a nucleus of rebellion’.15° By main- 
taining that attempts at suppression and narrowing are only partially 
successful, then, modern liberals like Bosanquet have tied breadth to 
harmony, and thus have based their critique of narrow lives directly 
on the idea of a natural impulse to coherence. Given this — and the 
elaborate theory of repression and pathology which, we will see in 
Chapter IV, modern liberals have developed — it is more than’a little 
puzzling that theorists like Hobhouse and Bosanquet are apparently 
sometimes willing to acknowledge the possibility of a narrow harmony. 
Presumably, their idea is that the pursuit of harmony can, and some- 
times does, lead to eliminating conflict via narrowing although, ul- 
timately, the harmony thus achieved is imperfect since a ‘nucleus of 
rebellion’ persists. 

I do not wish to suggest by this that the ideal of a harmonious and 
many-sided personality is in any way dependent upon idealism, but 
only that the central idealist themes of system and completeness are 
particularly compatible with it. Hobhouse, and even more Dewey, 
retains a basically idealist conception of personality while transforming 
or rejecting the larger idealist philosophy. If anything the conviction 
that healthy personalities are wide-ranging and balanced, and thus nar- 
rowness indicates stunting and distortion, is even more fundamental to 
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the psychology, politics and ethics of these descendants of idealism. 
It is a commonplace that to Hobhouse ‘the Heart of Liberalism [is] 
a fulfilment or full development of personality . . . for all members of 
the community.’15! More surprising perhaps is that Dewey adopts 
practically the same position. The ‘moral meaning’ of democracy, he 
says in Reconstruction in Philosophy, is ‘that the supreme test of all 
political institutions and industrial arrangements shall be the contribu- 
tion they make to the all-around growth of every member of society.”152 


D.4, Specialisation and Discipline 


When stressing their core visions, ideals, etc., modern liberals are apt 
to endorse without qualification ‘full development’ or simply renounce 
‘narrow’ personalities. But in their more guarded moments, ‘develop- 
ment as a whole means development on all sides that can in fact be re- 
conciled’, and ‘narrowing’ is identified with ‘over-specialisation’.!9 
One of the soundest generalisations that can be made about modern 
liberals as a group is that while advocating a rich, integrated life, they 
are quick to add that ‘full’ development is ultimately impossible for at 
least two reasons. 

(i) Like modern liberals before him, Rawls believes that institu- 
tions ought to encourage individual natures so as to ‘achieve the widest 
regulative excellences of which each is capable’. But, of all our group 
of theorists, he is perhaps least prone to exaggerating the possibilities 
of some sort of complete development. Although Rawls admits that it 
is ‘tempting to suppose’ that each might develop the full range of his 
powers and that at least some might become ‘complete exemplars 
of humanity’, he thinks such an ideal is illusory. ‘It is a feature of 
human sociability that we are by ourselves but parts of what we might 
be. We must look to others to attain the excellences that we must leave 
aside, or lack altogether.’!54 Compare Bosanquet: ‘We know that in the 
development of human nature, which we take to be the ultimate stand- 
ard of life, no one individual can cover the ground of the whole.’ And 
so, Bosanquet concludes, the development of human nature is best 
advanced by a differential growth in a ‘plurality of centres’.455 More- 
over, as he makes clear, this plurality is not necessary just because we 
have diverse natures, but because ‘whatever abilities lie within one per- 
sonality, effective work demands the division of labour’. At this point 
in our argument, what is important is Rawls’s and Bosanquet’s recog- 
nition that not only human nature as a whole but even our own share 
of it is too great a ground to be covered in our life. (This in no way 
contradicts the unique natures thesis: each of us may have a special set 
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of capacities shared by no other person, and yet be unable to culti 
vate in a single life all the abilities latent in our nature. One who devot- 
ed her unique talents to becoming a medical doctor may have also had 
the ability of being an artist.) 

All this relates to modern liberalism’s emphasis on careers or voca- 
tions: in pursuit of a career some qualities or capacities are selected and 
cultivated with great attention over the greater part of a lifetime. 
Now, as Green well recognised, it often ‘follows that one who has made 
the most of his profession is apt to feel that he has not attained his full 
stature as a man; that he has faculties which he can never use, capacities 
for admiration and affection which can never meet with an adequate 
object.’136 The modern liberal thus seems caught in a dilemma: con- 
centration and specialisation are necessary if particular faculties are to 
be highly developed, yet specialisation seems to lead to feelings of loss 
for those possibilities never explored. To escape the dilemma, modern 
liberals, though endorsing considerable specialisation, have sought to 
show how it can be conjoined with breadth of development. The main 
reply, as already indicated in the above quotation from Rawls, relies on 
a particular conception of the social nature of man, the subject of the 
next chapter. But, secondly, like Mill, most modern liberals have also 
argued for a balance of specialisation and general cultivation for each 
individual. ‘It is not the utmost limit of human acquirement’, said Mill 
in his ‘Inaugural Address’ at St. Andrew’s University, ‘to know only one 
thing, but to combine a minute knowledge of one or a few things with 
a general knowledge of many things.’!9” Leisure and recreation, especially 
in the writings of Dewey and Bosanquet, thus become an integral part 
of a suitable life by giving free play to faculties and capacities not 
drawn upon in the course of one’s occupation.1585 Dewey in particular 
assigns to art the role of encouraging well-roundedness in our special- 
ised lives. As he understands it, ‘[i]t is the office of art in the individual 
person, to compose differences, to do away with isolations and con- 
flicts among the elements of our being, to utilize oppositions among 
them to build a richer personality.’!99 But the crucial point is not so 
much whether a theorist relies on art, liberal education or recreation, 
but that, one way or another, modern liberals see specialisation as both 
a necessity and a danger,!40 and so seek ways to introduce breadth 
into our lives. 

(ii) For the reasons that I gave above (§D.3) and which will be 
explored in depth in Chapter IV, modern liberals favour a complex 
and wide harmony achieved through integration of all aspects of our 
nature. Yet even Hobhouse sometimes acknowledges that suppression 
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of some refractory impulses may be necessary to achieve harmony: 
‘insistence on harmony, that is the practical reason, aims at extirpating 
whatever it cannot reconcile with a harmonious order’. One is 
tempted to say that modern liberal worries about rebellious desires 
stem from Green; certainly his talk about ‘our lower nature’ and his 
approval. of efforts to ‘suppress the baser elements of man’s nature’ 
indicate a deep concern with unruly passions.!** But though Green’s 
‘evangelical origins’ may have made him particularly concerned with 
‘subordination of fleshy impulses’,!43 he certainly cannot be credited 
(or blamed) with introducing this sort of selective development into 
modern liberalism. In his essay on Nature, Mill argues that men have 
capacities for evil as well as good; and thus, he concludes, ‘the duty of 
man is the same in respect to his own nature as in respect to the nature 
of all other things, namely, not to follow but to amend it.’!4 Indeed, 
Mill sometimes pictures education as aiming precisely at this: ie. the 
‘eradicating or weakening’ of bad tendencies and the ‘exalting’ of the 
good.445 ‘The power of education is almost boundless: there is not one 
natural inclination which it is not strong enough to coerce, and, if 
needful, to destroy by disuse.’146 It is perhaps worth noting that Dewey, 
whose educational philosophy is premised on the growth of individual 
natures, agrees with Mill here. After propounding the Rousseauian 
theory of the unique tendencies of each, he argues in Democracy and 
Education that natural tendencies are not necessarily desirable ones. 
As he sees it, the task of educators is to provide an environment that 
encourages the desirable natural tendencies and, furthermore, does so 
in such a way that the desirable tendencies control the undesirable 
ones, the ultimate aim being the atrophy of the latter.!4” 

I shall argue in Chapter IV that modern liberals’ endorsement of 
suppressing some capacities leads to major difficulties and complications 
in their general theory of development. At this point, though, we need 
to deal with the less troublesome, though more often voiced, objection 
that they have no basis on which to identify capacities as desirable or 
undesirable.48 If their goal is the development of human capacities, 
on what ground can they pick and choose the capacities to be de- 
veloped? 

Pretty obviously, this only presents a difficulty if one holds that 
human development is the sole end or criterion by which actions (or 
interests, tastes, etc.) are to be judged. If, on the other hand, plans are 
to be constrained by principles of right (or value), identifying some 
capacities as undesirable poses no difficulties. Rawls and Mill (as shown 
in his essay on ‘Nature’), are cases in point. While, as we shall see in 
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Part Two, they typically premise arguments for liberalism on the ob- 
vious desirability of development, they do possess moral principles 
that can be used to prohibit certain sorts of development.1#° However, 
two other options exist. (a) First, even if development of human nature 
is the sole end, it can be held that the development of some capacities 
in.an individual thwart development in a multitude of other people. 
So, if as Dewey appeared to, we aim at the greatest growth of the great- 
est number,15° some capacities may be repressed simply in the interests 
of development. (b) Secondly, and of much more interest, the modern 
liberal emphasis on harmony and integration provides some basis on 
which to condemn certain lines of growth of an individual as narrow- 
ing, destabilising or compartmentalising for that person. And, once we 
fill out the modern liberal theory of man by considering the social 
side of human nature, we shall see that, according to the modern lib- 
erals, each of us has a reason for repressing our ‘anti-social’ capacities 
merely on the grounds of promoting our own wider development. (Of 
course, for such arguments to be effective it must be shown that re- 
pression of ‘anti-social’ capacities is less damaging to breadth and harm- 
ony than repression of our social nature.) In fact, one of the things we 
shall see in Part Two is that all modern liberals — Rawls and Mill in- 
cluded — argue that we ought to accord others equal opportunities for 
development (and so repress any tendencies we might have that would 
conflict with doing so) in order to promote our own fuller development. 
That is, restraint of our anti-social impulses, modern liberals will be 
found to argue, promotes our own growth as well as that of others. 


E. Perfectionism and Modern Liberal Individuality 


Before concluding the exposition of the modern liberal conception of 
individuality, I would like to briefly consider in just what ways it is 
and is not a ‘perfectionist theory’ of man. Without considering all the 
possible uses of perfectionism (or which are superior) we can distinguish 
two notions of perfectionism which do not apply to the conception of 
individuality we have been examining: we can call these the ‘Aristotel- 
ian’ and ‘external standard’ notions. 

(i) According to what Dewey called the ‘classical Aristotelian 
formulation’ of development, potentialities are related to predeter- 
mined ends, inherent in the individual’s nature, which he seeks to real- 
ise. Of course the environment plays some role: just as an acorn needs a 
co-operative environment to realise its potential to become an oak, 
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the development of humans may be supported or thwarted by their 
surroundings.451 Obviously, however, when applied to human beings 
the Aristotelian conception of development must be far more open- 
ended than when applied to acorns: an acorn can only reach its perfect 
development by becoming an oak whereas one born with, for example, 
an artistic nature may find its perfection in a number of different lives. 
Still, to the extent it canbe said that a person’s nature indicates a unique 
line of development, the acorn-oak model of perfection seems applic- 
able. 

To the extent the acorn-oak model implies some definite set of 
capacities of which the individual is largely aware and seeks to realise 
(as Dewey seemed to think it does), it certainly is not part of modern 
liberalism. Just what capacities we have, and what sort of individualit- 
ies may arise out of them, liberals like Dewey have held, is a matter of 
experimentation and discovery throughout the course of a life.15? 
Green was particularly adamant in maintaining that we could not fully 
know the limits of human capacity since they have not been fully 
realised ‘in any life that can be observed, in any life that has been, or is, 
or (as would seem) that can be lived by man as we know him’. As 
Green was quick to point out, this does not mean that we are without 
any idea of ‘the direction which tends to further realise the capabilities 
of the human spirit’, but only that within these bounds a great deal of 
uncertainty exists.153 

Of more importance, though, is that the need to select some (proper) 
subset of our capacities for special attention and cultivation precludes 
the oak-acorn model. If, from the ‘extraordinary range of human 
potential’ we must choose to cultivate some capacities over others, 
our nature evinces an indeterminancy of possible lines of growth. 
And, if anything, modern liberals have made too much rather than too 
little of this range of potentiality. In emphasising the tremendous 
range of our capacities, they risk a danger of leaving possible lines 
of development so open-ended that almost any sort of life will be 
consistent with our capacities: as I have already suggested, should that 
happen some of their most important arguments for liberty would be 
weakened (see Ch. V). Modern liberals, then, seek to navigate a course 
between individual natures that are so determinate that each has a 
definite destiny and ones that are so diverse as to be in accord with al- 
most any life. 

(ii) What I call the ‘external standard’ conception of perfectionism 
has been described by Vinit Haksar as a ‘strong sense’ of perfectionism. 
As Haksar depicts it, central to this conception is that some modes of 
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life are intrinsically superior to others, regardless of human nature, or 
individual satisfaction, capacities, etc.1*4 It is not hard to see why such 
perfectionism is typically thought hostile to individuality.! If some 
sorts of life, for instance, those of (to use Rawls’s words) ‘a certain 
style or aesthetic grace’ or of superior artistic or scientific achievement 
are elevated as ideals to be either imitated or served, the perfectionist 
may well be led to advocate suppression (or re-education) of personalit- 
ies of an inferior sort. But as Haksar argues, he need not make this last 
move. ‘One can quite consistently believe that some forms of human 
life are inherently superior to other forms of human life, without 
believing that the person who practices the latter form of life has in- 
ferior worth or deserves less (intrinsic) consideration than the 
former.’!56 Nevertheless, the external standard conception does not put 
the tendencies of human nature at the very heart of things and, so, 
is not a part of modern liberal theory. Although modern liberals have 
indeed identified some lives as inferior to others, the argument always 
proceeds from human nature.!57 In Haksar’s terminology, theirs is a 
variety of perfectionism in the ‘weak’ sense. ‘Some ends [or forms of 
life] . . . are more expressive of human nature, of what men really are, 
than [are] certain other ends [or forms of life].’15° Even when, say, 
Green is maintaining the necessity of control of our ‘lower nature’, 
the thesis is that such control is necessary for the fuller development 
(or perfection) of human nature in individuals. 

This last phrase is important: the modern liberal commitment to 
the perfection of human nature translates into a devotion to the devel- 
opment of individual natures. At first glance this may not be as clear in 
Bosanquet and Green as in the others, for they do sometimes seem to 
suggest that ‘human nature’ is some sort of unified whole existing in 
humanity or ‘man’ rather than in individuals. But of course they 
certainly do not deny — indeed, one cannot see how they could — 
that the only way to develop human nature is to develop it as it exists 
in persons; i.e. their individual natures. More than that, though, the 
impulse to self-satisfaction — the realisation of one’s own capacities — 
is held by both to be the driving force working towards the perfection 
of human nature.159 For modern liberals, then, the perfection of 
human nature means the development of individual natures. 
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II SOCIABILITY: SOCIAL LIFE 


A. Individuality ,Completion and Social Life 


We saw in the previous chapter that, according to modern liberal theory, 
no individual develops all the potentialities of human nature. As Rawls 
says, it is a fundamental feature of humans that no one can do every- 
thing he is capable of nor is he capable of doing all things that humans 
can do. “The potentialities of each individual are greater than those he 
can hope to realize; and they fall far short of the powers among men 
generally.’! Consequently, modern liberals have held that plans of life 
must select some capabilities for more intense cultivation, leaving 
others, to varying extents, underdeveloped. But, as Green realised, 
even though necessary, such specialisation and concentration tends to 
give rise to feelings of opportunities lost or developments forgone. To 
be sure, modern liberal emphasis on a general breadth of development 
may help alleviate some of these pangs of loss; but clearly, even at best, 
it is only a palliative. In a sense we remain incomplete: we are but a 
part of what we might be, and of what human nature has in itself to be. 
‘We have had to devote ourselves . . . to only a small part of what we 
might have done.”2 

To achieve a more adequate completion of our natures liberals like 
Rawls have looked to social life. Because we develop in diverse direc- 
tions, he argues, each of us manifests different aspects of human nature. 
Our developments are thus complementary: we can appreciate those 
excellences latent or absent in our nature as they are exhibited in the 
lives of others. ‘It is as if others were bringing forth a part of ourselves 
that we have not been able to cultivate.’ To Hobhouse, this effort to 
achieve completion through others is a main root of all social life: 


In all but the lowest stages, the life of a species depends not only 
on the efforts of each individual to maintain himself, but on a cer- 
tain unique relation between different individuals composing the 
species. At least as soon as distinction of sex appears, the individuals 
of a species begin to have a need of one another. They are not com- 
plete each in himself, but need a complement, which they find in 
another individual possessing the same fundamental specific character 
developed with certain differences. The most obvious and most per- 
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manent of this kind is that of sex, but in the highest orders this 
relationship takes a thousand different shapes.* 


‘The fundamental fact’, Hobhouse says in another place, ‘is that man 
needs society for the fulfilment of his own being.’> This notion of a 
drive to completion through social life obviously coheres well with 
Hobhouse’s conception of practical reason as an impulse to harmonise, 
widen and deepen.® The connection between reason and social life 
is made even more explicit by Bosanquet, to whom ‘logic’ is ‘the im- 
pulse towards unity and coherence ... by which every fragment yearns 
towards the whole to which it belongs, and every self to its completion 
in the Absolute, and of which the Absolute itself is at once an incarn- 
ation and a satisfaction’.? On a more mundane level, this same impulse 
leads us to seek completion in the social whole which, ina way not so 
unlike Rawls, Bosanquet conceives as a co-operative endeavour for 
covering the ground of human nature.® 

Rawls, Hobhouse and Bosanquet, then, quite clearly maintain that 
we look to others to complete our nature. (Green’s argument that dif- 
ferences in personalities are necessary for the recognition of others 
as ‘alter-egos’ also suggests that we view a differently developed person 
as an ‘other-l’, and ‘I’ that I might have been but am not. See §IB.) 
This idea of finding completion in others is the crucial conceptual link 
between the modern liberals’ conception of individuality and their 
avowal of man’s natural social interest, ie. his interest in the lives of 
others. Because we are incomplete, absorption in our own individuality 
is not truly satisfying; we are driven outside ourselves, and take an in- 
terest and delight in the individuality of our fellows. 


B. Social Interest 


In the Prolegomena Green argues that a ‘distinctive social interest on 
our part is a primary fact’: 


Now the self of which a man thus forecasts the fulfilment, is not an 
abstract or empty self. It is a self already affected in the most 
primitive forms of human life by manifold interests, among which 
are interests in other persons. These are not merely interests depend- 
ent on other persons for the means to their gratification, but interests 
in the good of those other persons, interests which cannot be satis- 
fied without the consciousness that those other persons are satis- 
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fied. The man cannot contemplate himself as in a better state, or 
on the way to the best, without contemplating others, not merely 
as a means to that better state, but as sharing it with him.? 


Green’s notion of a ‘social interest’ is complex, being composed of at 
least three claims. According to Green, we are interested in each other 
as persons because (i) we are aware that, like us, others are capable of 
pursuing self-satisfaction and (ii) we ourselves find satisfaction ‘in 
procuring . . . the self-satisfaction of the other’!° Moreover, (iii) 
Green maintains that this is, or it leads to, an interest in the good of 
others. The first claim concerns recognition of others as persons, the 
second involves an interest in their satisfaction and the third an interest 
in their good. In the next two subsections I explore what Green and 
other modern liberals have meant by having an interest in the develop- 
ment or satisfaction of others (claim ii) while §B.3 considers to what 
extent, if any, this is, or implies, an interest in their good. The first 
claim, that we recognise others as persons similar to ourselves, is discus- 
sed in §B.2. 


B.1. Our Social Nature and Private Society 


As Green indicates, the sort of social interest with which he is concerned 
is distinct from an interest we might have in others merely as a means 
to our gratification. This is precisely the distinction Solomon E. Asch 
makes when analysing ‘social interest’ in his Social Psychology"! Asch 
begins his analysis by depicting what he calls ‘the “private property” 
theory of society’, according to which individuals enter into social 
relations only to meet their egoistic needs. Because each possesses 
different skills and resources, exchanges will be mutually beneficial. 
We will thus have interest in others, but only as means to the satisfac- 
tion of these narrowly self-centred needs. Although Asch acknowledges 
that this picture captures some important features of social life, he in- 
sists that it overlooks the intrinsic interest we have in the lives of others 
and the need to share experiences with them. Human relations, he thus 
argues, are directly of intense interest to us, not merely of derivative 
interest as means to egoistic gratification. Remarkably, Rawls draws 
very nearly the identical contrast. ‘The social nature of mankind’, he 
tells us, ‘is best seen by contrast with the conception of private society.”!? 
He proceeds to describe a conception of the social order that, for all 
intents and purposes, is Asch’s ‘ “private property” theory-.of society’. 
Again agreeing with Asch, Rawls rejects such a social order as being in- 
adequate to human nature. ‘We need one another as partners in ways of 
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life that are engaged in for their own sake, and the successes and en- 
joyments of others are necessary for and complimentary [sic] to our 
own good,!3 

The market model of society, then, is seen as essentially flawed as 
it ignores the intrinsic interest we have in each other’s lives. It assumes, 
at least as the modern liberal sees it, a conception of human nature 
according to which each is absorbed in his own life and unappreciative 
of others. (However, see §VII.A.2.) To Bosanquet, such characteristics 
are the marks of ‘stupidity’, being ‘irresponsive . . . insensitive, unap- 
preciative, unadaptive’.!* In Utilitarianism Mill took pains to argue that 
such a self-centred life was not ultimately satisfying. The ‘selfish egotist, 
devoid of every feeling or care but those that centre on his own miser- 
able individuality’, he maintains, is likely to find life dull and happiness 
transitory. ‘When people who are tolerably fortunate in their outward 
lot do not find in life sufficient enjoyment to make it valuable to them, 
the cause generally is, caring for nobody but themselves.”!5 Mill’s remedy 
for self-absorption is complicated, including private affections and a 
concern with the public good, but to a great extent, he recommends a 
cultivated intellect capable of taking an interest in things outside one- 
self, ‘in the objects of nature, the achievements of art, the imaginations 
of poetry, the incidents of history, the ways of mankind past and pres- 
ent, and their prospects in the future’.16 While Mill does not clearly 
distinguish here a distinctive social interest from a general interest in 
the world about one or from communitarian sentiments (see §II.C), 
an interest in the lives and accomplishments of others is obviously cen- 
tral to his prescription. And in another place Mill quite clearly identifies 
a distinctive social interest, saying that “a great part of the interest of 
human life’ derives from the ‘multiform development of human nature’ 
which manifests itself in the unlikenesses of tastes, talents and points of 
view.!7 In what almost seems a paraphrase of Mill’s argument in U‘tilitar- 
ianism, Dewey unambiguously focuses on the central role of social 
interest in securing an enduring happiness. ‘No amount of outer 
obstacles’, he writes, ‘can destroy the happiness that comes from a 
lively and ever-renewed interest in others and in the conditions and 
objects which promote their development.’ Such interests, Dewey goes 
on to say, to some extent flourish in all who have not somehow been 
warped, and ‘their exercise brings happiness because it fulfils the self.18 
Indeed, to Dewey, the mutual enriching of our lives through our dif- 
ferences ‘is inherent in the democratic . .. way of life’. 


B.2. Extensions and Complications 
At its most basic, then, social interest involves an appreciation of, and a 
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delight in, each other’s excellences. It is, however, a notion that lends 
itself to extensions, has undergone modifications, and rests on important 
presuppositions. Our account of social interest thus requires elaboration 
by considering several such complicating points. 

(ij) In Asch’s description of social interest, it concerns not only an 
interest in our fellows’ lives, but a need or desire to share experiences 
with them. Of course to some extent, sharing is a necessary part of 
social interest: if I appreciate the development of another it can be said 
that we are sharing the enjoyment of his capacities. This in fact seems 
to be the sense behind Bosanquet’s (and Green’s) notion that human 
achievements are ‘goods which are not diminished by sharing’.20 One 
sometimes feels that for Bosanquet we are sharing with others in the 
full sense of the term when we appreciate a great poem or painting, 
thereby sharing the values embedded in the creator’s achievement. 
Yet ‘sharing’ has overtones of a more active sort of coming together. 
When Dewey, for example, tells us that ‘one of the elements of human 
nature that is often discounted in both idea and practice is the satis- 
faction derived from a sense of sharing in creative activities’,2! he clearly 
has in mind a sense of participation in a common endeavour. Rawls’s 
idea that ‘we need one another as partners’22 also suggests, I think, a 
more active understanding of sharing than is entailed simply by mutual 
appreciation. 

(ii) Hobhouse’s theory of social interest places even more weight 
upon an active coming together. At the heart of his social psychology is 
the fundamental need of humans to interact. ‘What we imperiously 
need, like our daily bread, is to be in relation with others.’23 At the 
bottom of this need, as he explains it, is our craving for a response from 
others. ‘Without others, nine out of ten of our own activities and emo- 
tions are incomplete because lacking response... Our emotions crave 
response, and as they crave response, so also on the whole do they 
respond,’24 To Hobhouse, this is the root of our social interest. Our 
craving for response drives us into social relations of various sorts, and 
regardless of our motives and aims, we retain an intense interest in the 
interactions, ‘and therefore by a logical implication’ in those with whom 
we interact.2° Thus, Hobhouse concludes, we have a natural interest 
in social life and the social structure. 

In one respect, then, Hobhouse has the most developed theory of 
social interest of any modern liberal, giving it pride of place in his social 
psychology. Yet, in another way his account of social interest seems to 
fall short of that of most other modesn liberals. For although he stresses 
our interest in the lives of others, he does not much emphasise our 
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interest in their development or ‘perfection’. As Hobhouse makes very 
clear, the former sort of social interest implies. only that ‘[t] he 
solitary life is, for all but the most exceptional of individuals, the least 
tolerable of all. We choose... “‘to dwell in a midst of alarms”. rather 
than to reign in a horrible place of solitude.’ Consequently, ‘[t] hose 
who we hate are preferable as companions to the desert and the seas.’26 
The obvious difficulty is that such a social interest is satisfied by 
adversary as well as co-operative, mutually appreciative relations.?’ 
This is not to say that we cannot find traces of a ‘Greenian’ concep- 
tion of social interest in Hobhouse. His understanding of social life 
as founded upon an urge to complete our nature, his implicit agree- 
ment with Mill and Dewey that happiness requires an interest in things 
beyond oneself, especially in other personalities, and his description of 
society as a ‘social union of personalities’ all, I think, suggest a ‘trad- 
itional’ modern liberal conception of social interest.78 What is puzzling 
is that Hobhouse is so explicit about our natural interest in others but 
so sketchy, relatively speaking, about our interest in their development. 

The reason for this sketchiness is not hard to find. Although for 
Hobhouse a craving for response is the most fundamental social feeling, 
he believes that social interest naturally gives rise to feelings of affec- 
tion and sympathy.?? I will argue in the next chapter that ‘sympathy’ 
in particular implies a tighter or more intense form of bond between 
persons than does mere social interest. Whereas social interest leads to 
a mutually appreciative social life, sympathy suggests communal bond- 
ing and fellow feeling. Now like Mill, Hobhouse concentrates on 
sympathetic social feelings when arguing that satisfaction of our own 
nature requires the development of our fellows. To see this, consider 
his notion of our drive to a ‘double harmony’.*! The first harmony 
at which we aim, as we saw in Chapter I, isa harmonious development 
of our individual capacities. Hobhouse calls this the principle of ‘Per- 
sonality’, But, he adds, that is not sufficient. Harmony also demands 
that development of one individual promotes that of the rest. This he 
calls, revealingly, the principle of ‘Love’.32 Without doubt, Hobhouse 
believes that both harmonies are required by practical reason: as a drive 
to integration and coherence, reason impels us not only to harmonise 
our individual personality but also to seek harmony between ourselves 
and our fellows. But our desire for this second harmony — the principle 
of ‘Love’ — is, Hobhouse clearly thinks, rooted in social psychology 
and, specifically, in our basic impulse to interact with others, which 
naturally develops into sympathy. If we have any social feeling in us at 
all, he says in one place, it will be impossible to develop a harmonious 
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personality if it is in conflict with the development of one’s neighbour’s 
personality.33 The seeds of disharmony will be sown by the failure to 
satisfy one’s sympathetic social feelings in a coherent scheme of living. 

In sum, then, although Hobhouse evinces a clear understanding 
of social interest, he does not for the most part directly draw upon it 
to show that the development of others is necessary to our growth. 
Rather, like Mill, he largely relies on a notion of sympathy according 
to which we desire the good or welfare of our fellows with whom we 
feel at ‘one’ and, consequently, a side of us remains unsatisfied if our 
development and theirs are in conflict. The root of Hobhouse’s account 
is our natural social interest, but he develops and extends it before 
ultimately supporting Green’s conclusion that the satisfaction of our 
nature requires a consciousness that our fellows are also developing. 

(iii) In his Discourse on the Origin and Foundations of Inequality 
Among Men, Rousseau argues that the appreciation of others leads to 
a desire that we, in turn, be appreciated by them. According to Rous- 
seau’s account, with the rise of social life, ‘[e] ach one began to look 
at the others and to want to be looked at himself, and public esteem 
had a value’.4 And thus arose the demands for civility and respect: 
‘As soon as men had begun to appreciate one another, and the idea of 
consideration was formed in their minds, each one claimed a right to it, 
and it was no longer possible to be disrespectful toward anyone with 
impunity.’55 A similar dynamic is operative in Rawls’s theory. As 
Rawls sees it, a sense of self-esteem depends upon having a satisfying 
plan of life and ‘finding our person and deeds appreciated and con- 
firmed by others who are likewise esteemed and their association en- 
joyed’.26 We need, then, to be appreciated by those whom we appre- 
ciate: in Rousseau’s words, public esteem is valued. Though no other 
modern liberal comes quite so close as does Rawls to Rousseau’s posi- 
tion, Hobhouse’s assertion that the ‘approbation and respect of our 
fellows [is] one of the most pervasive of human motives’3’ easily con- 
nects with his emphasis on our craving for response from others and the 
interest we take in their doings. More generally, it would seem that 
some sort of concern with one’s standing in the eyes of one’s fellows is 
a very plausible and natural, though not logical, consequence of a social 
interest. 

(iv) It might be, of course, that one treats others simply as inter- 
esting objects and it never occurs to you that these ‘interesting’ objects 
are essentially beings like oneself and, consequently, that they might 
also appreciate you. If this were the case, ‘public esteem’ obviously 
could not be a concern to you. But this is not the modern liberal posi- 
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tion: our social interest is an interest in other persons. We have already 
seen that this is an explicit element of Green’s formulation. Following 
Hegel,3® Green (as well as Bosanquet) emphasises that fundamental to 
interaction among distinctive individualities is a mutual recognition of 
each other as personalities, ‘of an “I” by a “Thou” and a “Thou” 
by an “T’ ’, a mutual recognition upon which self-consciousness is held 
to rest.5? Although the Hegelian account of the origin of self- 
consciousness is not itself an essential part of the modern liberal theory 
of man, underlying the doctrine of social interest is the supposition that 
social interest is an interest in personalities recognised as akin to our 
own. To be sure, individual natures differ, but all are manifestations of 
a common human nature (§1.C.3). Hence, we do not view our fellows 
as objects of interest in the way we do waterfalls or mountains, but, in 
Green’s words, as ‘alter-egos’.40 


B.3. Interest in the Good of Others 


Green, it will be recalled, not only asserted an interest in others as a 
‘primary fact’, but he also insisted that we have an interest in the good 
of others: ‘These are not merely interests dependent on other persons 
for the means to their gratification, but interests in the good of those 
other persons, interests which cannot be satisfied without the con- 
sciousness that those other persons are satisfied.°41 As Green presents 
our natural social interest as the foundation of his theory of the com- 
mon good, it is not surprising that it has been one of the most widely 
analysed and criticised aspects of his work. Sidgwick, for example, 
argued that it was the basis of an attempt by Green to show that the 
good of others is identical with ours, a position that Sidgwick could 
not see ‘justified by anything that we know of the essential sociality 
of ordinary human beings’.4? Prichard’s criticism was far more radical: 
because Green thinks we desire the satisfaction of others in precisely 
the same way as we desire our own satisfaction, he must believe that we 
treat the satisfactions of others as if they were our own. The upshot 
of this, says Prichard, is that ‘we’ become identical with ‘them’. Hence 
‘where a group of, say, five persons are disinterestedly interested in 
one another, they are not really five persons but one, a state of A 
being related to a state of another, B, just as it is related to another 
state of A — these states being states of one self?.43 

The first step in evaluating Green’s argument is to distinguish two 
senses of ‘having an interest in something’ that he does not seem to 
always clearly separate.4 (i) To have an interest in football or poetry 
may be to find them interesting; when we find something interesting, 
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we generally pay attention to it, enjoy it, appreciate it, etc. Those 
interesting things that have enduring interest for us, or have a central 
place in our scheme of life, we often elevate by describing them as 
‘one of our interests’. We might, for example, find observing passers- 
by interesting, but normally such observing would not be deemed one 
of our interests. Although pursuing our interests may not be interesting 
at every moment (we may have an interest in writing books but be 
bored by proofreading), our enduring interests are generally interesting. 
(ii) In contrast, when we say that we have an interest, for example, in 
lower taxes, higher property values or efficient public transport, we 
generally mean that they promote our enduring aims or goals, or are 
means to get what we want, need, etc. In this second sense, we have an 
interest in everything that furthers our good. Now the basic sense of 
social interest concerns the first sort of interest. To say we have an 
interest in our fellows’ lives means, first and foremost, that we find 
them interesting, absorbing, etc. When Green, for example, tells us 
that the self to be fulfilled is not abstract or empty but, rather, enter- 
tains many interests ‘among which are interests in other persons’,*5 
he seems to be referring to enduring interests in the first sense; interests 
in the second sense presupposes goals and aims, they do not con- 
stitute them. However, given this fundamental and enduring interest 
(in the first sense) in others, it seems we can also say that we have an 
interest in their development in the second sense too; i.e. their develop- 
ment is conducive to the satisfaction of our enduring interest in appre- 
ciating others’ excellences. 

In what sense (if any), then, do we have an interest in their good? 
If, like Green, we (i) define a person’s good in terms of his self-satisfaction 
and (ii), hold that self-satisfaction is to be found in the development of 
one’s faculties, then one’s good equals the development of one’s nature. 
And, since we have already seen that we have ‘an interest in’ the devel- 
opment of others’ natures (in both senses), we must also have an in- 
terest in their good (in both senses). Things change, though, if we take 
a wider conception of another’s good. If instead of equating ‘good’ 
with ‘development’ we expand it to include general welfare, happiness 
etc.,4 it may well be that some elements of a person’s good (e.g. his 
robust health) we do not find at all interesting. Nevertheless, if some 
element of his good which we do not find particularly interesting is a 
condition for his fuller development, as is plausibly the case with robust 
health, we could still have an interest in it in the second sense. For it 
would be something conducive to one of our enduring aims, ie. his 
development. So, to the extent that aspects of a person’s good contrib- 
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ute to his development, we can be said to have an interest (in the second 
sense) in them. Thus, only if some elements of his good do not at all 
further his development could we be said to have no interest (in the 
second sense) whatsoever in them. 

Sidgwick thought that such an argument could go ‘a certain way’ 
towards showing that the good of humanity is my good, ‘but it has not 
necessarily any force or tendency to carry me the rest of the way’.4” 
Sidgwick believed that our interest in our own perfection was much 
stronger than the corresponding interest in others, especially those to 
whom we are not bound by ties of sympathy. Should promoting the 
two conflict, he clearly thought that the weighing of reasons would 
favour sacrificing the development of others to promote our own. One 
is tempted to say that Sidgwick has missed the main point of Green’s 
argument here; our fullest possible development, Green and all our 
other modern liberals have argued, cannot be achieved without a cor- 
responding growth of others. Not only does satisfaction of our social 
interest demand developed companions, but we shall see presently 
(§C.1) that the fullest growth of our own individuality also demands 
it. Yet, ultimately, Sidgwick is right in concluding that these arguments 
do not carry us all the way to identifying our own good with that of 
others. Granted that our fullest development calls for the growth of 
others too, if nevertheless we are forced to choose between partial 
developments, it would seem that we would lose less by sacrificing the 
development of some others to our own (assuming that many remain 
for us to appreciate) than vice versa. To some extent, communitarian 
sentiments will add to the reasons supporting ‘self-sacrifice’ ($IIID), 
but we still may question whether they will outweigh the more selfish 
course. 

In contrast to Sidgwick’s, Prichard’s criticism does not seem at 
all compelling. According to Prichard, Green is caught in a dilemma: 
either (i) he holds that we are ‘disinterestedly’ interested in another — 
ie. we simply desire his satisfaction the way we do our own — in which 
case we obliterate the distinction between persons, or (ii) he admits 
that we are interested in another as a means to the satisfaction of our 
own nature, in which case our interest is no longer ‘disinterested’. 
Prichard thinks that because Green is committed to the ‘disinterested- 
ness’ of our interest in others he must opt for (i), thereby denying the 
distinction between persons.® This seems mistaken. Green’s reference 
to ‘disinterestedness’ is merely another way of pointing out that our 
interest in others is not instrumental in any meaningful sense: we are 
not interested in them in order to achieve pleasure, satisfaction or 
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any other end, but simply because we are interested in them. Our 
satisfaction, to be sure, requires the ‘consciousness that those other per- 
sons are satisfied’ but Green is adamant in maintaining that we are not 
interested in them as a means to our satisfaction; it is because we have 
an interest in them that we find their satisfaction satisfying. But this 
certainly does not collapse the distinction between selves: indeed the 
satisfaction of our social interest requires the consciousness that other 
selves be satisfied. Our satisfaction thus depends upon the awareness 
of other persons conjoined with a belief that they are satisfied. Their 
status as (at least partially) independent centres of satisfaction is essen- 
tial to our social interest (see §D.2). 


C. Individuality and Social Life 


C.l. The Mutual Stimulation Argument 


All modern liberals thus proffer some variant of the argument from 
social interest. The extent to which they develop and rely upon it, 
however, varies. It is most well developed and important in Green’s 
and Rawls’s theories of social life and probably only nascent in Mill’s 
thinking. Some, like Dewey, Hobhouse and Bosanquet, also put forward 
a different sort of argument that supports the same conclusion: i.e. 
that our own satisfaction requires that of our fellows. Besides postulat- 
ing a distinctive social interest, these modern liberals are apt to uphold 
the importance of social life by pointing to the way in which social 
life encourages individuality. Wrote Hobhouse: 


The social phenomenon, in short, is not something which occurs 
in one individual or even in several individuals taken severally. It is 
essentially an interaction of individuals, and as the capabilities of 
any given individual are extraordinarily various and are only called 
out, each by appropriate circumstances, it will be readily seen that 
the nature of the interaction may itself bring forth new and per- 
haps unexpected capacities, and elicit from the individual contribut- 
ing to it forces which, but for this particular opportunity, might 
possibly remain forever dormant.* 


Dewey was especially concerned to show that social interaction stimu- 
lates our individual development: ‘Lack of free and equitable inter- 
course which springs from a variety of shared interests makes intellectual 
stimulation unbalanced. Diversity of stimulation means novelty, and 
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novelty means challenge to thought.°° And all that, he adds, means 
the ‘liberation of powers’. Besides stimulation, social intercourse ex- 
pands our experience and, so, is educational. A participant in genuine 
intercourse, Dewey and Tufts argue, learns, even if his ideas are largely 
confirmed, since, to the extent to which genuine give and take occurs, 
they are ‘deepened and extended in meaning’. There is, inshort, the 
‘enlargement of experience’ and the ‘growth of capacity’.54 

When Dewey criticised the ‘early liberalism’ for postulating abstract, 
ready-made individuals, one of the things he had in mind was its (sup- 
posed) abstraction of individuality from social relations. Even in pioneer 
days, Dewey insists, the growth of individual powers was firmly rooted 
in, and supported by, neighbourliness and social intercourse.5? The 
challenge of the present, as Dewey articulates it in Individualism — 
Old and New, is thus to discover a mode of social life that provides a 
foundation and orientation for individuality under the condition of 
twentieth-century urbanisation and industrialisation. Dewey’s general 
criticism of the ‘early liberalism’ is focused by Bosanquet on Mill. We 
saw in the last chapter (§1.A) that Bosanquet ascribes to Mill an essen- 
tially ‘negative’ or ‘formal’ conception of individuality. An upshot of 
this conception, Bosanquet believes, is that Mill conceives of individual- 
ity as an essentially private affair: it ‘is not nourished and evoked by 
the varied play of relations and obligations in society, but lies in a sort 
of inner self, to be cherished by enclosing it’.53 Although one can under- 
stand how some parts of Liberty might be read to support such a view, 
it is surely not Mill’s. We have already seen (§ II.B.1) that, like all other 
modern liberals, Mill deplores an absorption in one’s own ‘miserable 
individuality’, so the tale of the ‘inner self, to be cherished by enclosing 
it? already looks doubtful. But that is just one side of the relation be- 
tween personality and social life: not only did Mill believe that the 
properly developed individual took an interest in his fellows, but he 
also saw that the play of social relations elicited our powers. On a quick 
reading of Mill, again especially On Liberty, this may not seem obvious. 
For example, Mill’s description of ‘human nature’ as ‘a tree, which re- 
quires to grow and develope [sic] itself on all sides, according to the 
tendency of the inward forces which make it a living thing’, seems to 
suggest that only ‘room to grow’, i.e. non-interference, is required to 
develop individuality.>4 We shall see in Chapter IV (§A.3), however, 
that this ‘plant theory’ of human development (which looms so large in 
Liberty) does not imply that simple non-interference is sufficient to 
produce healthy growth. Rather, it implies an ‘interactionist’ view 
according to which the original nature of the individual requires a sup- 
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portive environment if a healthy development is to occur. Seen in this 
light, Mill’s concern with reforming industrial conditions is consistent 
with Liberty (at least theoretically, if not always in spirit). His chapter 
on the ‘Probable Futurity of the Labouring Classes’ in his Principles of 
Political Economy is informed by the belief that some types of social 
relations and institutions are more apt to elicit natural individual powers 
and capacities than others. As Mill saw it, if industrial relations were 
not based upon dependence and hierarchy but were infused with a 
spirit of interdependence, equality and co-operative decision making, 
workers would grow into self-directing, intelligent, developed individ- 
uals (§VILD). And, as we shall see in Chapter VI, similar sorts of 
arguments are offered by Mill to endorse co-operative, mutually enrich- 
ing political institutions. 

When narrowly interpreted, the ‘argument from stimulation’ does 
not necessarily lead to an interest in the fullest possible development of 
others, but only a concern that they be human enough to engage in 
intercourse. It is not hard to see, though, how it might be extended to 
provide for the former sort of interest too. By developing our own 
nature, as Hobhouse saw, we might ‘stimulate and assist the similar 
development of others’.55 And, of course, this means that the develop- 
ment of others will have similar effects on our personalities: as Dewey 
argued, among developed persons relations are mutually enriching. 
‘Each contributes something distinctive from his own store of know- 
ledge, ability, taste, while receiving at the same time elements of value 
contributed by others.’5° On this view, then, mediocrity and lack of 
genuine individuality in our associates would be numbing to our own 
development. ‘Conformity. is a name for the absence of vital inter- 
play; the arrest and benumbing of communication’, wrote Dewey.5” 


C.2. Other Senses of Sociability 


In introducing his discussion of our social interest, Rawls cautions us 
against understanding the ‘sociality of human beings . . . in a trivial 
fashion’. Human sociality, he insists, does not mean simply that humans 
would perish outside societies or that by living in a society we acquire 
interests and needs that lead us to co-operate for mutual advantage. 
‘Nor is it expressed by the truism that social life is a condition for our 
developing the ability to speak and think, and to take part in the com- 
mon activities of society and culture.58 Rawls is not saying that these 
are trivial facts, but rather that they provide only a trivial understand- 
ing of our social nature. Leaving aside the claim of triviality, however, 
it is indeed important for us to clearly distinguish assertions of man’s 
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social nature premised on such observations from those arising from our 
social interest and stimulation by the growth of others. For, unlike 
Rawls, other modern liberals have sometimes made a great deal of our 
‘social nature’ in the former (i.e. Rawls’s trivial) sense. Dewey in part- 
icular was prone to criticise early liberalism or rugged individualism by 
insisting ‘[s] ocial ties and connections are as natural and inevitable as 
are physical. Even when a person is alone he thinks with language that 
is derived from association with others, and thinks about questions and 
issues that have been born in intercourse.’5? ‘Indeed’, Hobhouse wrote, 
as if continuing Dewey’s thought, ‘the sum-total of all the social re- 
lationships in which a man stands must be regarded as so deeply affect- 
ing his whole nature that, if we suppose them all cancelled, it may be 
doubted whether he could still be called human.’ 

Such arguments, while important in their own right, are not of direct 
concern here. However, one of Rawls’s ‘trivial’ understandings of soci- 
ability requires some attention as it has sometimes been thought to 
have implications inconsistent with my thesis. According to Green, 
one of the reasons that personality can only become actualised in a 
social order is that society provides the individual with the essentials 
of his self-conception, i.e. it ‘supplies all the higher content to this 
conception, all those objects of a man’s personal interest, in living for 
which he lives for his own satisfaction, except such as are derived from 
the merely animal nature’.© On the face of it this might seem incon- 
sistent with a unique natures conception of individuality:®@ if our 
interests are supplied by ‘society’, how can individuality be a develop- 
ment of one’s unique nature? On reflection, it seems, pretty easily. 
To say that we have unique natures, the development of which con- 
stitutes individuality, is not to assert that our interests and goals are 
latent in us at birth. As Rawls notes, ‘It has always been recognized 
that the social system shapes the desires and aspirations of its members; 
it determines in large part the kind of persons they want to be as well 
as the kind of persons they are.’® This is certainly not to deny, though, 
that our diverse natures provide the basis of different responses and 
adjustments to any given social system. Depending upon our nature, 
some of the options and possible interests will be more appealing than 
others. And in a very restrictive system, it might be that none of the 
available options satisfies our nature. In any event, it is important to 
realise that a unique (or diverse) natures conception of individuality 
does not commit one to the untenable position that ‘one will be what 
one has it in one to be’ regardless of the social environment. (See 
§Iv.A.) 
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Conceptualising society as an organism of some sort is a mark of not 
only Hegelian-idealist theories** but of most of the ‘new liberals’ 
(e.g. Ritchie, Hobson).® With respect to our six modern liberals, Hob- 
house and Bosanquet extensively employed the metaphor. It forms the 
basis of a great deal of Green’s writings and, if nothing else, was an 
important influence on Dewey’s thought. Mill and Rawls, coming 
respectively before and after the long run of organic thinking in liberal 
political theory, do not, so far as I know, explicitly employ the meta- 
phor, but, as we have seen, it has been said by Wolff and others to be 
implicit in Rawls® and, at least according to Hobhouse, Mill was work- 
ing towards an organic conception of society. Clearly, then, the organic 
analogy is an important aspect of the modern liberal theory of social 
life. It is also, I think, an extremely complex idea, usually involving a 
psychology, an epistemology, a sociological method, an ontology — 
indeed what we might call an entire ‘social metaphysics’. And as we 
shall see in the next chapter, it enters into theories of community as 
well as those concerning social life. My aim here, however, is not to 
explore the organic metaphor in all its complexity, but to see just how 
much of it relates to the theory of social life that I have been examining 
in this chapter. 


D.1, Mutually Dependent Growth 


Not surprisingly, liberals (both ‘new’ and otherwise) who employ the 
analogy exhibit considerable disagreement as to just what it implies. 
According to Michael Freeden, Hobhouse, for example, ‘restricted him- 
self to the limited idea of organism as denoting interdependence of the 
people constituting a. society’. In support of this interpretation, 
Freeden directs us to the following passage: 


To speak of society as if it were a physical organism is a piece of 
mysticism, if indeed it is not quite meaningless. But the life of a 
society and the life of an individual do resemble one another in cer- 
tain respects, and the term “‘organic”’ is as justly applicable to the one 
as to the other. For an organism is a whole consisting of inter- 
dependent parts. Each part lives and functions and grows by subserv- 
ing the life of the whole. It sustains the rest and is sustained by them, 
and through their mutual support comes a common development. 
And this is how we would conceive the life of man in society in so 
far as it is harmonious.7! 
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Hobhouse thus means to assert more than mere interdependence by 
using the organic analogy.” Indeed, he explicitly contrasts organic and 
non-organic interdependence, arguing that the latter involves a more 
intimate sort of relation in which the elements depend on each other 
for continued growth and activity.7> In essence, in these (later) elabor- 
ations of the organic model Hobhouse does not seem to depart from his 
earlier, more obviously idealist, view, according to which ‘the true con- 
ception of an organic society is one in which the best life of each man is 
and is felt to be bound up with his fellow-citizens’.74 

A consequence of this sort of organic interdependence is, to use 
Green’s language, that human perfection is non-competitive. In the 
Prolegomena, Green stresses that the interest ‘in the perfecting of man 
or the realisation of the powers of the human soul’ is a common interest 
in the proper sense — ‘in the sense, namely, that there can be no comp- 
etition for its attainment between man and man’.® A similar claim lies 
at the heart of Bosanquet’s ‘goods which are not diminished by sharing’ 
and informs both Dewey’s and Hobhouse’s understandings of a common 
good.76 It is not hard to see how a belief that development is non- 
competitive relates to the theories of social interest and mutual stim- 
ulation of individualities as well as to Hobhouse’s notion of a drive to 
harmony. A consequence of these doctrines is that the satisfaction of 
our nature demands that our associates be likewise developed: their 
growth and satisfaction contributes to ours and vice versa. Hence, Green 
concluded that an individual’s own perfection, ie. the full satisfaction 
of his nature, necessarily ‘will involve the idea of a perfection of all 
other beings, so far as he finds the thought of their being perfect neces- 
sary to his own satisfaction’.”” 

Green’s claim of the non-competitive nature of perfection is obviously 
problematic. If, like Sidgwick, we focus on the material prerequisites of 
development, it is not hard to show that a good measure of competition 
will remain ‘so long as the material conditions of human existence 
remain at all the same as they are now’.78 But if we refrain from pres- 
sing it too hard, it does contain a valuable insight. In the Second Dis- 
course Rousseau depicts a sort of social man whose ideal of individual 
excellence is, first and foremost, competitive. To excel is to outshine 
one’s fellows: all are engaged in a zero-sum game in which winners gain 
eminence and the losers are eclipsed. And so they are jealous of each 
other’s accomplishments. If we contrast the modern liberal conceptions 
of individuality and social life to those sorts of men, we can see the 
point of Green’s claim of non-competitive development: other things 
being equal, the excellence of another does not detract from, but rather 
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adds to, the richness of one’s own existence.7? 

However, Sidgwick’s resolutely practical line of criticism does alert 
us to an important bias in the modern liberal model of social life, viz. 
that it tends to focus on the co-operative and harmonious aspects of 
society while minimising conflicts of interest and goals that permeate 
social life. A bias towards harmony and co-operation, in fact, seems 
intrinsic to the organic metaphor; the very idea of an organism suggests 
a co-operative and mutually enriching organisation supporting acommon 
life.8! This is not to say that modern liberals entirely ignore conflict 
and competition, much less that they positively assert their absence. 
Hobhouse, Dewey and Rawls, for example, are all certainly cognizant 
of conflict.62 And both Mill’s and Bosanquet’s misgivings about some 
forms of socialism at least partially stemmed from what they saw as 
misguided attempts to entirely eradicate competition among individ- 
uals.83 Nevertheless, on the whole the modern liberal outlook stresses 
harmony and co-operation over conflict and competition. ‘To say 
that all past historic progress has been the result of co-operation and 
not conflict’, Dewey said, ‘would be an exaggeration. But exaggeration 
against exaggeration, it is the more reasonable of the two’ (i.e. than the 
opposite exaggeration).®5 


D.2, Mutual Completion 


‘A thing that-is dependent upon another’, Hobhouse once wrote, ‘is, of 
course, incomplete in itself.*86 As we saw at the outset of this chapter, 
it is our incompleteness as solitary individuals that provides the foun- 
dation for the modern liberal analysis of social life; it is also a basic pre- 
mise of the organic analogy. To compare society to an organism is not 
merely to stress that the parts are dependent on each other for growth, 
but that the parts are differentiated, their natures and excellences com- 
plementing and completing each other. Bosanquet was particularly 
insistent that a ‘true co-operative structure is never characterised by 
repetition, but always by identity in difference; it is the relation not of 
a screw to an exactly similar screw, but of the screw to the nut into 
which it fastens.’87 Leaving aside the switch from organic to mechanical 
metaphors (to which Bosanquet was particularly prone), the important 
point is that the interdependence of social life is characterised by inter- 
meshing differences: hence the point of Bosanquet and Hobhouse’s 
dictum that ‘it takes all sorts to make a world’.8 (The oft-voiced charge 
that organic theories are hostile to individuality usually overlooks this 
stress on diversity over uniformity; to the extent that it truly does take 
all sorts to make a world, there is every reason for organicists like 
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Bosanquet and Hobhouse to endorse diverse individual development.)® 

Now if, in a social organism, people complete and supplement each 
other, the separateness of persons is, in a sense, mitigated. To see the 
lives of others as exploring latent parts of one’s own nature or to see 
their lives as completing one’s own, is to connect individual lives in a 
way that begins to blur the boundaries between personalities. This, I 
think, is the valid insight behind Prichard’s argument that Green’s 
theory of social interest results in the fusing of many persons into one 
(§B.3). However, as I argued earlier, Green need not, and does not, go 
as far along the path to ‘fusion’ as Prichard would have us believe. Mod- 
ern liberals, and Green is certainly not an exception, are concerned not 
with the satisfaction of separate capacities but of individual natures ‘as 
a whole’ (§1.D). This being so, the delight we take in the satisfaction of 
‘others’ is not just a delight in the realisation of their separate capacities 
but in the development of their organised individualities as well. And 
such delight presupposes the existence of other persons, not just other 
capacities. Nevertheless, it does seem true that the radical and unqual- 
ified separateness of persons is not a bedrock principle of modern liber- 
alism.™ If anything, I would suspect that most modern liberals would 
be apt to deny it as resting on an inadequate, i.e. overly individualistic, 
conception of society. 

One may justifiably think, however, that Bosanquet does go too far 
in this direction and altogether obliterates the distinction between per- 
sons. In The Philosophical Theory of the State,.for example, he asserts 
that 


there seems little reason to distinguish the correlation of dispositions 
within the one person from the correlation of the same dispositions 
if dispersed among different persons. If I am my own gardener, or 
my own critic, or my own doctor, does the relation of the answering 
dispositions within my being differ absolutely and altogether from 
what takes place when gardener and master, critic and author, patient 
and doctor, are different persons? 


And so he concludes that ‘we shall find it very hard to establish a dif- 
ference of principle between the unity of what we call one mind and 
that of all the “minds” which enter into a single social experience.’ 
One can well understand Hobhouse’s reaction to such a theory: ‘Com- 
mon sense confronted by these statements has a feeling of outrage which 
makes it disinclined to argue.’®? But given the apparently outrageous 
nature of the claim, it would do well to pause to ask whether Bosanquet 
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was meaning to say outrageous things. Not surprisingly, his position 
is less outrageous than it first appears. To begin with, it is clear that he 
never denies ‘the formal distinctness of selves’.95 ‘[U] nder normal con- 
ditions and par excellence’, he says, the ‘structure and conditions of the 
unity of a single mind’ are straightforward. ‘They are nothing mysterious, 
but just what they are; a continuity of interest and identity of content 
and quality maintained in ways which are analysed by psychology.’ 
Consequently there is normally no doubt ‘as to where one self ends and 
another begins, and no suggestion that selfhood is a trivial thing.’® 
Indeed, a ‘plurality of human beings is necessary to cover the ground 
... which human nature is capable of covering.’ 

We need to start, then, by realising that Bosanquet does not intend 
to deny the existence or importance of particular minds. His concern is 
with. providing an account of how selves are organised and related to 
one another. Although, as we have seen, he often relies on metaphors 
(e.g. screws and nuts),.he also offers a more formal and sophisticated 
theory premised on the notion of an ‘appercipient mass’.% In his lec- 
tures on psychology Bosanquet tells us that the contents of the mind 
are organised into various groups which are ‘technically known as 
Appercipient masses or systems... Appercipient masses are the ideas 
which are more or less dominant pro tem. and they will vary in promin- 
ence according to the interest before the mind, whether this interest be 
internally or externally originated.’ Bosanquet argues that in persons 
sharing common experiences, i.e. members of a community (see 
§III.B.1), the leading ideas of one individual’s mind will be related to 
the dominant ideas of his fellows. ‘So that the common life shared by 
the members of a community involves a common element in their ideas, 
not merely in their notions of things about them, though this is very 
important, but more especially in the dominant or organizing ideas 
which rule their minds.’!© That is, according to Bosanquet, the apper- 
cipient systems that form the content of individual minds are themselves 
knit together in a system and share important common features. It is 
in this sense that a community has a ‘common mind or will’, viz. that 
‘their minds are similarly or correlatively organised’! 

This is the psychological basis of Bosanquet’s oft-commented-upon 
idea that a society is a ‘macrocosm constituted by microcosms”! or a 
world constituted of worlds. The point of both depictions is that social 
life is a systematisation of systematised selves. Likewise, this psycholog- 
ical theory is the foundation of Bosanquet’s conclusion — with which we 
began this discussion — that we will find it very hard to establish a dif- 
ference in principle between personal and social psychic organisation. 
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Notice that he does not deny the existence of ‘individual’ minds (given 
that the macrocosm of social life is based upon microcosms, he cannot) 
rather, he asserts that the organisation of the ‘common mind’ is of the 
same sort. It is absolutely essential to grasp that Bosanquet is concerned 
with a similarity of principle between individual and social psychic or- 
ganisation, not with denying the existence of the former.!3 Hence, 
when he implies that there seems little reason to distinguish the cor- 
relation of dispositions when (a) Jones is both an author and critic and 
when (b) Jones is the author but Smith is the critic, Bosanquet need 
not be taken as arguing that no significant difference exists between the 
state of affairs characterised by (a) and (b). To argue that would run 
directly counter to the modern liberal doctrine that capacities ought 
not to be cultivated in isolation from one another but, rather, should 
relate to and colour each other. Jones’s plan of life ought to be very 
different depending on whether or not he is both an author and critic 
(§LD.3). But Bosanquet does not take this radical position; he holds 
only that our response to others’ capacities and talents does not ‘differ 
absolutely and altogether’ from the way in which we organise our own. 
Interpersonal, as well as intrapersonal, talents and capacities relate to 
and colour each other. In sum, then, J.H. Muirhead seems quite right in 
concluding that Bosanquet’s position ‘need not be interpreted as by its 
critics in sensum deteriorem of denying the difference of individual 
personalities’ 104 

To sum up: at the heart of the organic description of society are the 
claims that (i) the personal developments of members of a society are 
interdependent and (ii) the differing lives and personalities of members 
of society complete each other. Both, of course, are central tenets of 
the modern liberal theory of man, following from the conceptions of 
unique (or diverse) individual natures, social interest and mutually 
stimulating development. If this is all that is meant by likening a society 
to an organism, there is nothing inherently hostile to individuality about 
the organic theory of society (although the separateness of persons 
seems qualified). Of course much more is often packed into the organic 
analogy. It is often thought, for instance, that ‘[i] f we mean anything 
by calling Society an organism, we mean that it is the end of the Indi- 
viduals composing it’ (a view which Bosanquet thought was, at best, 
confused);!°5 or, it might be argued that the organic theory requires 
suppression of individuality to secure the well-being of the organism (a 
charge that we will consider in the next chapter). In any case, I am cer- 
tainly not defending here all uses to which the organic analogy has been 
put nor am I offering an account of its possible variations. My point is 
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simply that interdependence of growth and mutual completion of per- 
sonalities, which seem basal to any organic conception, are essential 
features of the modern liberal theory of social life. To that extent, all 
modern liberals are organicists. As we are about to see, modern liberals 
get into difficulties not because they are organicists in the sense, but be- 


cause they seek to go ‘beyond’ organicism to more ‘intense’ forms of 
unity. 
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Il SOCIABILITY: COMMUNITY 


A. Social Life and Community 


I have been stressing that the modern liberal view of social life is pre- 
mised on interdependence and mutual completion. It thus asserts an 
organic unity based upon the diversity of individualities. However, this 
unity might be largely unrecognised or unfelt by individuals; indeed, it 
is often emphasised that Bosanquet regarded most of it to be subcon- 
scious.! Like parts of an animal organism, each may occupy a place ina 
complex network and yet have no cognizance of its unity with the larger 
whole. To William McDougall (who dedicated his Group Mind to Hob- 
house) this was, to be sure, a type of organic unity, but a lower sort. In 
higher organisms, McDougall argued, ‘over and above’ the lower sort of 
organic unity, ‘a unity of an altogether new and unique kind’ develops: 
‘a unity which consists in the whole (or the self) being present to con- 
sciousness, whether clearly or obscurely, during almost every moment 
of thought, and pervading and playing some part in the determination 
of the course of action and thought’.2 Although McDougall’s contrast is 
a stark one between unconscious and conscious unity, it does suggest 
one way in which we might distinguish social from community life. The 
connections of social life are, of course, not entirely unconscious: we 
realise that the development of our associates is complementary to our 
own good. But the picture of social life I presented in the last chapter 
does not make much of the awareness of one’s part in a larger, more 
complex network. One can fully participate in social life by apprec- 
iating one’s fellows without being cognizant that the network of rela- 
tions between associates forms a systematic whole in which one occu- 
pies a particular place. To take a homely example: one might enjoy and 
appreciate the relations one has with one’s fellow workers without 
being aware that they are all part of the complex life of a university, a 
life of which one is part by virtue of one’s position. However, if one 
sees oneself as part of the university community, one does indeed need 
to be aware of the larger network. As a social psychologist, Zevedei 
Barbu, describes it, one becomes ‘aware of himself as a member of an 
organised whole’. The difference, then, is between appreciating and 
delighting in one’s colleagues (social life) and thinking of oneself as a 
member of the university and as a participant in its corporate life (com- 
munity). 
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A similar sort of distinction is put forward by another psychologist, 
Solomon E. Asch: ‘The need for companionship, for sharing experiences 
[which we have associated with social interest] , is not identical with at- 
tachment of persons and groups or with a sense of unity.’4 According 
to Asch these two aspects of our social nature are related but distinct; 
we may, for example, have a developed social interest without a strong 
sense of unity. Asch’s distinction is thus also one between social life 
(i.e. social interest) and community (i.e. a sense of unity). But while 
McDougall is concerned with the consciousness of unity in ‘higher’ 
types of organisms — a sort of intellectual awareness — Asch focuses on 
sentiments and feelings of unity. We might, then, identify intellectual 
and affective forms of community life. In what follows I will explore 
both these types of communal awareness, with special attention to how 
modern liberals have related them to their conceptions of individuality 
and social life. 


B. Consciousness of Unity 


B.1. Two Types of Unity 


McDougall had Bosanquet in mind when he drew the contrast between 
‘higher’ (conscious) and ‘lower (unconscious) organic unity. 


Bosanquet recognises in national life only the lower kind of unity 
and not the unity of self-consciousness. He seems to reject the notion 
of national self-consciousness, on the ground that the life of a nation 
is so complex that it cannot be fully and adequately reflected in the 
consciousness of any individual; yet in this respect the difference 
between the national mind and the individual mind is one of degree 
only and not kind.5 


Not too surprisingly, and as others have noted, Bosanquet’s position is 
not quite so simple as McDougall would have us believe.© Bosanquet 
certainly does insist that we are ‘unconsiously inspired’ by the unity of 
the whole, and, more particularly, he argued that the full social system 
of dispositions, ideas, etc. — the common mind (§II.D.2) — is not pres- 
ent in the consciousness of any single person.? But (pace McDougall) 
Bosanquet never denies that ‘finite individuals’ are conscious of their 
participation in the common mind. Indeed, Bosanquet is very explicit 
that ‘the general will is a process continuously emerging from the rela- 
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tively unconscious into reflective consciousness’.8 The notion of the 
general will and its relation to consciousness will be more fully explored 
in Chapter VI (§B.2); what is important for our present concerns is 
that Bosanquet clearly asserts not only the reality of communal con- 
sciousness but also its necessity for the existence of a genuine community 
possessing a general will. Thus, in arguing against the existence of a 
‘community of mankind’ (see §B.2) Bosanquet implicitly invokes 
McDougall’s idea of a ‘higher’ type of organism, holding that ‘humanity’ 
cannot form an organism as no ‘consciousness of connection’ exists.? 

McDougall’s and Bosanquet’s repeated references to ‘organisms’, as 
well as our analysis of the modern liberal theory of social life, naturally 
leads one to suppose that the sort of connection of which we are con- 
scious in a community is an organic connection of interlocking dif- 
ferences. If this is the case, we might say that the essence of community 
is the recognition of the organic nature of social life. While I think it 
would be safe to say that to some extent all modern liberals do try to 
rest community on such organic connections, one of my main points in 
this chapter will be the extent to which modern liberals, for various rea- 
sons, have sought to supplement organicism with other understandings 
of unity in their theories of community. In particular, using Durkheim’s 
distinction between ‘organic’ and ‘mechanical’ solidarity, I shall try to 
show that in their various theories of community, modem liberals rely 
a good deal upon Durkheim’s ‘mechanical’ unity, i.e. a unity premised 
on commonality and similarity rather than on interlocking differences.!° 
I shall thus argue that whereas the modern liberal theory of social life 
is informed by an organic conception of unity, modern liberals’ various 
conceptions of community are more diverse, combining organicism and 
mechanical unity (as well as a wide range of affective bonds). 

This is not to say that organic unity is not central to any modern 
liberal theory of community. Of all our modern liberals, Green’s con- 
ception of community is perhaps the most steadfastly organic (although, 
as we will see, he too resorts to ‘mechanical’ unity). This may not be 
obvious, however, and at first sight just the opposite may seem more 
accurate. It might appear that Green’s idea of a community as founded 
on a ‘capacity for a common idea of permanent good’ indicates that he 
thinks community is premised on the capacity for (or the recognition 
of) commonality! a mark of Durkheim’s ‘mechanical unity’ rather than 
the organicist’s notion of a system of differences. Apparently, W.D. 
Lamont interpreted Green in this way.!2 However, if we turn back and 
reflect upon our analysis of social life and social interest, we can see 
that Green’s ‘commonality’ is very much premised upon organic rela- 
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tions. Because we have an interest in each other’s differential ‘perfection’ 
leading to (or constituting) an interest in their good, we can be said to 
share a common interest in each other’s perfections. Or, as Green wants 
to argue, we have a common good.!3 Thus to be conscious!* of a com- 
mon good is to be aware that we are mutually interested in each other’s 
perfection and that anyone’s satisfaction requires the development: of 
his fellows. Simply put, for members of a society to be conscious of a 
common good is for them to be cognizant of the organic nature of their 
social life. 

The organic basis of Green’s understanding of community is better 
brought out by contrasting it to Bosanquet’s, Hobhouse’s and Dewey’s 
theories of community, which really do give a prominent place to simil- 
arity and commonality. For all his talk of screws and nuts, Bosanquet 
was convinced that members of a community share a wide store of 
common ideas, beliefs and values. As we saw in the previous chapter 
(§1I.D.2), his theory of the common mind rests on both the systemat- 
isation of differences and commonality. ‘To say that certain persons 
have common interests means that in this or that respect their minds 
are similarly or correlatively organised, that they will react in the same 
or correlative ways upon given presentations...Itis, Bosanquet thus 
concludes, ‘this identity of mental organisation which is the psycholog- 
ical justification for the doctrine of the General Will.”45 But this em- 
phasis on commonality is no mere idiosyncrasy of Bosanquet’s ‘Absolute 
Idealism’. Despite his diatribes against Bosanquet’s ‘common self’, 
Hobhouse’s own theory of ‘the interaction of minds’ is much closer to 
Bosanquet’s than he would have us believe. Like Bosanquet, Hobhouse 
sees the system of minds that form various communities as being com- 
posed of both correlated differences and similarities. Within any group’, 
he says, ‘such and such ideas are familiar, such and such methods are in 
use, a certain habit of mind is prevalent and certain modes of judge- 
ment hold the field’: Although (contra Bosanquet) Hobhouse is adamant 
in insisting that this commonality does not constitute a ‘social mind’, 
he does call it ‘a mental condition widely dominating thought and 
action’. Indeed, he goes so far as to describe it as a ‘social mentality’.17 
However, according to Hobhouse’s social psychology, such mental sim- 
ilarity is an aspect of all group life; and while we can discern underlying 
concern with community. and nation in his analysis, he is generally at 
pains to make it applicable to all sorts of joint enterprises. Dewey, al- 
though also very much alive to the diversity of types of joint activities, 
more often focuses in on the idea of a community. And when he does, 
he very much stresses its foundation in commonality: 
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There is more than a verbal tie between the words common, com- 
munity, and communication. Men live in a community in virtue of 
the things they have in common; and communication is the way in 
which they come to possess things in common. What they must have 
in common in order to form a community or society are aims, 
beliefs, aspirations, knowledge — a common understanding — like- 
mindedness as the sociologists say.18 


The distinction between a true community, resting on consciousness 
of commonality, and the impersonal interconnections and dependencies 
of civil society!9 is at the heart of Dewey’s distinction between the 
‘Great Society’ and the ‘Great Community’. In The Public and Its 
Problems he argues that we already live in the Great Society; industrial 
growth has knit together large parts of the world into a complicated 
network in which actions and decisions in one part have consequences 
reverberating throughout the structure.2° But, says Dewey, no matter 
how much society is an ‘organism’, mere interdependence does not 
create a community. For that, a consciousness of shared values and con- 
cerns must arise: the parts of the organism must think in terms of ‘we’ 
and ‘our’ as as well as ‘I’.21 And, time and time again, Dewey insists 
that communication is the key to the development of such conscious- 
ness. He sums up the essentials: of his argument in Freedom and Culture: 


There is a difference between a society, in the sense of an association, 
and a community. Electrons, atoms and molecules are in association 
with one another. Nothing exists in isolation anywhere throughout 
nature. Natural associations are conditions for the existence of a com- 
munity, but a community adds the function of communication in 
which emotions and ideas are shared as well as joint undertakings 
engaged in. Economic forces have immensely widened the scope of 
associational activity. But it [sic] has done so largely at the expense 
of intimacy and directness of communal group interests and activ- 
ities.22 


The consciousness of similarity is of the utmost importance here. As 
illustrated by Mill’s proposed science of ‘ethology’, an unconscious sim- 
ilarity may produce character types but falls short of a communal unity. 
Mill proposed his science of ethology to explain what he often called 
‘national character’:23 ‘Every form of polity, every condition of society, 
whatever else it had done, had formed its type of national character.’4 
Thus, Mill tells us, the proposed science’s aim is to discover why, for 
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example, ‘in a given number of Frenchmen, taken indiscriminately, there 
will be found more persons of a particular mental tendency, and fewer 
of the contrary tendency, than among an equal number of Italians or 
English’.25 Such similarities are, of course, quite compatible with alien- 
ation or atomisation, i.e. a lack of community. Indeed, as Mill notes, 
the lack of sociability itself may be a national character trait.26 More 
importantly, though, no matter what traits are common to a group, if 
the members fail to perceive the commonality, they would seem to lack 
a sense of community, no matter how much they may seem ‘as one’ to 
an outsider or an ‘ethologist’. Character types or common outlooks 
alone do not make a community, though they may well provide the 
basis of one. 


B.2. The Scope of Community 


Dewey talks not only of a community, but of a ‘Great Community’. 
It is reasonable to ask how great, i.e. extensive, a community can be. 
As Hobhouse recognised, an ‘explicit consciousness of unity’ shared by 
all is ‘difficult to attain in a great and complex community’.2” Con- 
sequently, Hobhouse joins Bosanquet in insisting that much of the 
underlying unity of any community must remain largely unconscious. 
Nevertheless, Bosanquet and Hobhouse included, all our modern lib- 
erals have believed some consciouness of a national unity not only 
possible but typical. Moreover, it is particularly interesting that, insofar 
as they do concern themselves with consciousness of a distinctively 
national unity, it is more an awareness of commonality or similarity 
than of an organic unity. This, or course, is obviously in the spirit of 
Bosanquet, who, despite his organicism, places a great deal of emphasis 
on the similarity of the mental organisation of members of a nation. 
More surprisingly, perhaps, it is true of Green. While, as I have argued, 
Green’s primary understanding of unity is organic, he does think that 
the life of a nation, being based upon common dwelling places and 
customs and common ways of ‘thinking which a common language 
and still more a common literature embodies’, produces a deep sense 
of unity.28 This theme of common languages and traditions giving rise 
to a sense of nationality — which includes both consciousness of unity 
and sentiments — is also central to Hobhouse’s and Mill’s analyses of 
nationality (§C.6); national unity, as Hobhouse tells us, is ‘a composite 
effect of language, tradition, religion, and manner which makes certain 
people feel themselves at one with each other and apart from the rest 
of the world’.29 

Bosanquet explicitly and Rawls implicitly® seem generally content 
to leave matters thus and not assert any community more extensive 
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than the nation. I say ‘generally’ as Bosanquet sometimes appears to 
waiver, but, in the main, he is quite insistent that ‘humanity’ is not a 
community, having no consciousness of connection and very little in 
the way of shared outlooks, beliefs, values, etc.3! Some day, perhaps, 
humanity might share a common life, but not yet. Hobhouse takes 
Bosanquet to task for this limitation of community, apparently agree- 
ing with the ‘Comtist’ that mankind does indeed possess a spiritual 
unity above and beyond that of the nation state.32 Hobhouse in fact 
is convinced that we can talk of a community of mankind: 


In ethical truth, there is only one ultimate community, which is the 
human race. This community, alas! has never yet found organized 
expression. To organize it-is now the duty of statesmanship; but in 
the meantime the principle of community has been represented, 
with the imperfections and inconsistencies that we are observing, by 
organized bodies — States, Churches, associations of all kinds.33 


Sorting out agreements and disagreements between Hobhouse and 
Bosanquet is seldom an easy task, and this certainly is not an exception. 
To a large extent, though, their differences seem more apparent than 
real, for they understand the idea of world community differently. 
According to Hobhouse, the Comtist conception of humanity is ‘true 
to fact because it recognizes that the higher values, on which Dr Bosan- 
quet insists, are not the achievements of one state or one nation, but of 
many, that the history of thought, ethics, religion or art, is not a 
history of separate communities but a world history’.+ Presumably, 
then, Hobhouse conceives of the various achievements of different 
civilisations as interconnected and complementary, each contributing 
to an integrated human achievement. While it is true that Bosanquet 
seems considerably more impressed than Hobhouse by the distinctive- 
ness of the lives of different national communities, there is nothing 
inconsistent with emphasising differences and accepting some sort of 
organic connection. Quite the contrary, I have stressed repeatedly that 
organicism presupposes differentiation. Bosanquet’s real objections to 
any claim that a world community exists are (i) that mankind is not 
conscious of any connection and (ii) that, in contrast to national com- 
munities, humanity as a whole does not share much in the way of 
common outlooks, beliefs or values.3> It does not seem that Hobhouse 
really disagrees with either objection. He appears to explicitly accept 
the first point, conceding to Bosanquet that mankind does not possess 
much consciousness of unity.°6 And his discussions of world commun- 
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ity make little reference to humanity-wide commonalities, except in 
so far as he stresses the growing recognition that all people are similar 
qua human.37. In sum, like Green’s, Hobhouse’s ultimate ideal seems 
to be more an extension and intensification of an organic social life to 
all-mankind than the rise of a strong universal commonality. Practical 
reason, he argues, drives us to extend the principle of harmonious 
development to all men: ‘It is the ideal of Harmony that humanity 
should become one cooperative whole’.3® But this apparently does not 
necessitate that mankind develop a common language, customs, out- 
looks, etc., which presently mark off national communities, but rather 
that the co-operative, mutually supporting and mutually completing 
nature of social life obtain among all men. Only to the extent that Hob- 
house emphasises that mankind will develop a consciousness of (or- 
ganic) connection can his ideal be said to go beyond a universal social 
life to some sort of world-wide community. But even this sort of world 
community is not the kind that Bosanquet had in mind since it has 
little or no mechanical unity. 


B.3. Community and Individuality: A First Cut 


Following Durkheim, then, we can distinguish two sorts of unity, ie. 
‘organic’ and ‘mechanical’, of which we might be aware. Now the latter, 
a unity based on similarity, which we find prominent in Dewey-and 
Bosanquet, seems perhaps more closely related to our normal under- 
standing of community. Thus, for example, R.M. Maclver began his 
study of community by telling the reader: 


By a community I mean any area of common life, village, or town, 
or district, or country, or even wider area. To deserve the name 
community, the area must be somehow distinguished from further 
areas, the common life may have some characteristic of its own 
such that the frontiers of the area have some meaning. All the laws 
of the cosmos, physical, biological, and psychological, conspire to 
bring it about that beings who live together shall resemble one an- 
other. Wherever men live together they develop in some kind and 
degree distinctive common characteristics — manners, traditions, 
modes of speech, and so on.#© 


But if ‘mechanical’ unity is closer to what we usually mean by ‘com- 
munity’, ‘organic’ unity is still very appealing to the liberal. As Durk- 
heim stressed (and as I suggested in §II.D.2), ‘organic’ unity, being 
premised on interlocking differences, is not only consistent with, but 
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requires, individual differentiation. In contrast, ‘mechanical’ unity, by 
identifying the communal element with the extent of homogeneity, 
‘can be strong only if the ideas and tendencies common to all members 
of the society are greater in number and intensity than those which 
pertain personally to each member’. ‘But’, as Durkheim goes on to note, 
‘what makes our personality is how much of our individual qualities 
we have, what distinguishes us from others. The [mechanical] solid- 
arity can grow only in inverse ratio to personality’ At least prima 
facie, then (I return to this question in §§C.6 and E below), the 
modern liberal seeking to integrate individuality and community is 
caught in a dilemma: organic unity is appealing as it coheres. well with 
individuality, but, at least alone, is not a sufficiently strong sense of 
community. On the other hand, mechanical unity, which is very close 
to our normal notions of community, appears to have serious difficul- 
ties accommodating individuality. 

But in one sense, both forms of community we have thus far exam- 
ined seem fairly weak. By considering only consciousness of unity 
we do not get at the real root of communal bonds, i.e. affective ties. 
Any such purely ‘intellectual’ conception of community is bound to 
leave us unsatisfied: being aware of oneself as included in a larger unity 
is all well and good, but unless there are some feelings of unity it 
hardly seems as if there is much of a communal bond. Modern liberals, 
at any rate, have apparently felt so, for without exception they resort 
to some sort of affective bonding in their theories of community. 


C. Feelings of Unity 
C1. Three Types of Affective Ties 


My last sentence was something of an understatement. Not only have 
modern liberals postulated affective bonds, they have asserted a truly 
amazing variety of such bonds as well. Patriotism, public spirit, com- 
munity spirit, feelings of unity, sympathy, fellow feeling, affection, 
neighbourliness, and family ties all have been pointed to, at one time or 
another, as bonds uniting members ofa community. If we are to make 
any progress in exploring the nature of affective bonds in modern 
liberalism we need some scheme, even if only a rough one, according to 
which we might classify different sorts of communal sentiments. Hob- 
house suggests a dichotomy. One’s ‘relation to the whole’, he tells us, 
‘may be felt directly as in patriotism’ or might be experienced in a more 
indirect way via ‘emotions which link one to another who is similarly 
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linked to a third, the chain ultimately connecting all the members of a 
community’. This second sort of bonding, Hobhouse goes on to say, is 
‘sometimes described in terms of affection and sometimes in terms of 
sympathy’. But according to Hobhouse, although ‘affection’ and ‘sym- 
pathy’ are not usually distinguished they ought to be for ‘the two 
systems of feeling are not the same’.* I propose to distinguish them. 
Sympathy, I hope to show, can be pretty much identified with a form 
of communal bond intermediate between Hobhouse’s direct and in- 
direct ones, asort of diffuse bond with one’s fellows that is both distinct 
from devotion to the whole and personal affections. This yields a 
trichotomy in which feelings of communal unity are classified as 
patriotic, fraternal or neighbourly. 1 intend these labels only as general 
guides to the nature of each sort of social bond; I certainly am not 
providing full accounts of patriotism, fraternity or neighbourliness. 
If the reader objects to these, ‘direct’, ‘diffuse’ and ‘indirect’ will suf- 
fice. What is important is that the scheme permits us to see that all 
modern liberals have relied on more than one sort of affective com- 
munity bonding, sometimes in the hope that the weaknesses of one sort 
will be compensated for by another. Moreover, as we will see in §C.6, 
it allows us to say some interesting things about the relation between 
types of affective bonds and the distinction between mechanical and 
organic unity. 


C.2. Patriotism 


Although, as Bosanquet and Green recognised, neighbourly and frater- 
nal ties enter into what we usually call patriotism,49 as used here 
‘patriotism’ refers to a devotion to, or feelings of unity with, an ‘ab- 
stract’ whole or collectivity. As we will see in Chapter VI (§B.3), Mill 
sometimes suggests this sort of bond in his arguments for political part- 
icipation when he talks of citizens coming to feel themselves to be 
members of a public sharing a common good. Such bonding is also 
prominent in Bosanquet’s writings (although he certainly would have 
denied that the whole is abstract). When Bosanquet refers to the 
desire ‘to be at one with a society of good people’ or the ‘felt unity’ 
we experience with the whole, he does not appear to have in mind 
fraternal feelings towards one’s fellows, much less a deep affection to- 
wards them, but rather a sense that one is an element in a more inclu- 
sive whole or system.“ In Green’s imagery, one ‘feels the pulse of the 
whole nation beating in his own veins’. 

It is significant that Mill refers to the ‘public’, Bosanquet to a 
‘society’ and Green to a ‘nation’. All three referents indicate that 


90 II Sociability: Community 


‘patriotic’ feelings can attach to very large social groupings. Indeed, it 
would seem that since these sort of communal feelings arise from the 
experience of participation or membership in a larger whole, they are 
particularly appropriate to ‘great communities’. It is interesting that 
even Green focuses on the nation as the object of such feelings. This 
confirms my conclusion in §B.2 that Green, like Hobhouse, really has 
in mind a universal social life encompassing all mankind, not a universal 
human community. For if any sort of communal feelings could be 
shared by mankind, it would be some experience of participating in a 
common, human, enterprise. But Green apparently does not feel the 
‘pulse of humanity beating in his.veins’. Quite to the contrary, Green 
was explicit that ‘[t]he love of mankind, no doubt, needs to be part- 
icularised in order to have any power over life and action’. Hopes for 
a world community notwithstanding, modern liberals have apparently 
seen humanity, at least at present, as too amorphous and diverse 
a body to elicit anything like the intense feelings of unity that are 
generated by the nation.*” However, the prominence of the nation in 
modern liberal accounts of community only partly arises from its 
possession of a more distinct corporate unity than mankind at large. 
Probably more important is the perception of modern liberals that 
nations are characterised by our second, and perhaps in their eyes 
most powerful of communal bonds, fraternity. 


C.3. Fraternity 
In the third chapter of his Utilitarianism Mill writes: 


Not only does all strengthening of social ties, and all healthy growth 
of society, give to each individual a stronger personal interest in 
practically consulting the welfare of others; it also leads him to 
identify his feelings more and more with their good, or at least with 
an ever greater degree of practical consideration for it ... In an im- 
proving state of the human mind, the influences are constantly on 
the increase, which tend to generate in each individual a feeling of 
unity with all the rest; which feeling, if perfect, would make him 
never think of, or desire, any beneficial condition for himself, in the 
benefits of which they are not included. 


Indeed, Mill concludes that ‘[t]he deeply-rooted conception which 
every individual even now has of himself as a social being, tends to 
make him feel it one of his natural wants that there should be harmony 
between his feelings and aims and those of his fellow creatures’. 


C. Feelings of Unity 91 


Like his doctrine on quality of pleasure, Mill’s notion of a natural 
feeling of unity with one’s fellows has exercised tremendous influence 
on subsequent liberals. Dewey, for example, quotes extensively from 
these paragraphs in order to demonstrate the advance of Mill’s utilitar- 
ianism over Bentham’s.*? Rawls paraphrases Mill on this point, holding 
that we have ‘natural sentiments of unity and fellow feeling’ and that 
‘[t]he natural end of . . . development is a state of the human mind 
in which each person has a feeling of unity with others."5° And, again 
like Mill, he proceeds from this to talk of our natural desire for harm- 
ony of our feelings with those of our fellows. And harmony, of course, 
means Hobhouse. As I mentioned in the previous chapter (§II.B.2), in 
one statement of his theory of harmony, Hobhouse begins by consider- 
ing the possibility that there might be a radical opposition between 
one’s own satisfaction and that of one’s neighbour. But, says Hobhouse, 
such a ‘bald opposition’ could only exist if we were thoroughly unsocial 
beings. ‘If there is anything of the nature of Mill’s social feeling within 
me there is a traitor in my camp, and the division between my neigh- 
bour and me is reflected in a division of my own feelings.’5! And, so, 
again following Mill, we are led by our social feeling to desire harmony 
with our fellows. Bosanquet is not quite so explicit, but one of the few 
positive features he seems able to find in Mill is his deep sense of 
‘social solidarity’ .52 

Prima facie, all this may seem simply another instance of ‘patriot- 
ism’, that is, a devotion to an ‘abstract whole’. But although such de- 
votion certainly enters into Mill’s analysis, it also contains a crucial 
dimension absent from our discussion of patriotism: viz. Mill’s emphasis 
on one’s fellows and the desire to be in harmony with them. It is not 
simply a sense of participation in a larger whole but also one of ‘fellow 
feeling’. Put curtly, it entails a notion of partnership or fraternity rather 
than simply inclusion or ‘feeling a part of’. This fraternal conception 
of unity seems to underlie modern liberals’ many comparisons of societ- 
ies to families. Rawls, for example, argues that his ‘difference principle*®3 
corresponds to a ‘natural meaning of fraternity’. Just as ‘[m] embers of 
a family commonly do not wish to gain unless they can do so in ways 
that further the interests of the rest’, Rawls argues that properly devel- 
oped citizens do not desire gains except when such gains better the lot 
of their less fortunate fellows. In this respect, then, it is appropriate 
to act towards all one’s compatriots as if one were bound to them by 
familial ties. Green is even more explicit: ‘patriotism’ [sic] can only be a 
passion, he tells us, to the extent an individual feels himself bonded to 
others ‘by ties analogous to those which bind him to his family’ 55 
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Dewey congratulated public schools in America ‘for what they have 
done in breaking down class division, creating a feeling of greater hum- 
anity and of membership in a single family’.5© As Rawls’s connection 
between his difference principle and family attitudes also suggests, 
modern liberals have tended to draw a connection between promotion 
of fellow feeling, fraternity, civic friendship, etc. and the abolition of 
class divisions or promoting some sort of equality.57 Mill was certainly 
the forerunner here: 


Where the different classes of mankind are divided by impassable 
barriers, each may have intense sympathies with his own class, more 
intense than it is almost possible to have with mankind in general; 
but those who are far below him in condition are so unlike himself, 
that he hardly considers them as human beings; and if they are 
refractory and troublesome, will be unable to feel for them even that 
kindly interest which he experiences for his unresisting domestic 
cattle.58 


And should we have any doubts, Mill makes clear in the next sentence 
that such sympathies are what he means by ‘fellow feeling’. That 
Mill’s ‘feelings of unity’ are fellow feelings (and not what I have called 
patriotism) and, as such, are premised on sympathy is crucial to the 
plausibility of his claim that class divisions hinder a sense of unity. 
Prima facie his claim might seem implausible. Certainly John Grote 
thought so. ‘Little as the experience of the world and of the past may 
be able to teach us’, Grote was sure that it taught us ‘that such advance 
of civilization as consists in breaking down privilege and class interests, 
and making men in this manner equal, has no tendency to produce in 
them that feeling of unity with others’.°° But Mill’s thesis is not so easily 
refuted by opposing impressionistic evidence, for it is not only an 
empirical claim about the correlation of certain feelings with certain 
social conditions, but a psychological theory about the dynamics of 
sympathy as well. The best modern liberal exposition of this dynamic 
is presented by Hobhouse in Social Development, his main work on 
social psychology. 

Sympathy, says Hobhouse, is not for the most part. feeling some- 
thing along with another, e.g. feeling hunger along with the hungry, 
but being able to take up the point of view of others and respond 
to their situation as if it were our own. It is thus a ‘propensity, very 
general, of various shapes, and of still more various strength, to treat 
others like ourselves in the sense of doing to them as we would be done 
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by’.6! This propensity, he goes on to say, is encouraged by three 
conditions: (i) affection, (ii) comradeship and (iii) mutual understand- 
ing and, in particular, like-mindedness. All three help us take up the 
perspective of others and, by so doing, respond to their needs as if they 
were our own. Thus, just like Mill, Hobhouse argues that class barriers 
interfere with this imaginative projection/emotional response, especially 
by undermining the third condition. We have great difficulty in assum- 
ing the perspective of those who appear alien; and if we are unable to 
take up their point of view, says Hobhouse, we will not be able to have 
much sympathy with them. So, this sort of Millian sense of community, 
i.e. fraternal bonds based upon sympathy, seems to require that those 
so bonded perceive themselves as fundamentally similar. © 

All this suggests that Mill’s hope that fellow feeling might unite 
‘mankind at large’® is even more ambitious than it first appears. Hob- 
house, whose philosophy is certainly not short on optimism, sometimes 
showed signs of more sobriety, acknowledging that ‘[o] ur relations are 
best regulated and most humane within the circle which we under- 
stand, among our friends, in regard to our own countrymen, and fin- 
ally our race and colour.’ Consequently, ‘As we get farther away from 
intimate acquaintance, the sympathy weakens and gives place to in- 
difference, tempered with suspicion, fear and nascent ill will.’ But 
although Hobhouse seems right in circumscribing the bonds of sym- 
pathetic ties in this way, it poses difficulties for his theory. In §B.2 
I suggested that, like Green, Hobhouse’s universal ‘community’ seems 
to be essentially an extension of an organic, co-operative social life to 
all mankind. Practical reason, he argued, impels us to universalise harm- 
ony. However, it will be recalled from the previous chapter (§II.B.2) 
that underlying this drive to harmony — what he calls the ‘principle of 
Love’ — is our social feeling: when our development conflicts with that 
of our fellows we experience disharmony because we have social feelings 
that have the good of others for their object. Moreover, as we saw, the 
social feelings Hobhouse appears to have in mind are sympathetic ones 
that arise out of our natural social interest. If indeed sympathy does 
play this role in Hobhouse’s drive to social harmony, then his proposal 
to universalise a harmonious social life is more problematic than we 
might have initially thought, for it would seem to require a sympathy 
with all men. And it is just that which Hobhouse’s own analysis of sym- 
pathy indicates is not likely to be forthcoming. One is tempted to con- 
clude that, as with Mill, Hobhouse’s faith in the development of a 
‘community’ of man is very much just that, viz. a faith that remains to 
a large extent unsupported by his analysis of social sentiments. 
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C.4. Neighbourliness 


Avowals of fellow feeling or fraternity occupy an ambiguous place in 
modern liberal writings. On the one hand, to varying extents, all appeal 
to them at some point and some, like Rawls and Mill, rely on them 
extensively. The ideal, in Dewey’s words, of a ‘fraternally associated 
public’® obviously has a great deal of attraction for liberals trying to 
show that liberalism need not be narrowly individualistic or egoistic. 
But it is an ideal beset by problems, many of which modern liberals 
have recognised. Most obviously, in very large, complex and inevitably 
impersonal societies, it is more than a little difficult to see how the 
public can really be ‘fraternally associated’. Rawls certainly appears to 
have difficulties seeing it at times; at one point, in fact, he seems to re- 
tract his allegiance to Mill’s vision of fraternal unity by denying that the 
citizen body as a whole is ‘bound together by fellow feeling between 
individuals’. Moreover, as Dewey was prone to emphasise, ‘society’ 
is composed of many societies or associations. The image of a single, 
all-inclusive public strongly bound to each other by sympathy seems to 
do violence to this multiplicity of ties; given all our overlapping sym- 
pathies and ties, those to fellow members of the public in general may 
well be relatively weak and minor ones. 

These difficulties apparently have not been seen as sufficiently im- 
posing to abandon the ideal of fraternity; indeed, it probably remains 
the preeminent conception of communal bonds in modern liberal 
theory. But it does provide an impetus to look for some sort of com- 
munal ties more obviously consistent with the scale and complexity of 
modern societies. The most straightforward response, and one which 
arguably has had the most appeal to modern liberals, is to deny that all 
communal feelings need be national (or universal), and, consequently, 
to give prominence to what Bosanquet called ‘neighbourly public 
spirit’.©7 Once again, we need go back to Mill. As most students of 
Mill’s political theory have noted, he looks to participation in govern- 
ment, particularly local affairs, to promote individual development; 
what is often overlooked, though, is that he explicitly proffers partici- 
pation as a solution to the problem of size and community. In his 
second review of Tocqueville, Mill accepts that ‘the love of country is 
not, in large communities, a passion of spontaneous growth’ and, 
hence, 


it is more and more necessary [under democracy] to nourish patriot- 
ism by artificial means; and of these none are so efficacious as free 
institutions — a large and frequent intervention of the citizens in the 
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management of public business. Nor does the love of country alone 
require this encouragement, but every feeling which connnects men 
either by interest or sympathy with their neighbours and fellow- 
citizens. ® 


Remarkably, Mill comes very close indeed here to identifying our three 
forms of communal bonds ~ patriotism, fraternity, and neighbourliness 
— and argues that political participation encourages all three (see § VI. 
B.3). 

Mill supports his claims with a long quotation from Tocqueville, in 
which he had observed that ‘ “[l] ocal freedom . . . which leads a great 
number of citizens to value the affections of their neighbours, and of 
those with whom they are in contact, perpetually draws men back to 
one another” ’.© Tocqueville’s tie between, on the one hand, affection, 
and on the other, neighbourly and other face-to-face relations, goes to 
the heart of the matter. Hobhouse, whom we have seen is concerned 
with distinguishing sympathy from affection, concludes that the 
latter is distinctive in ‘its concentration on particular persons with 
whom we are in close and happy response’. Unlike sympathy, which 
Hobhouse thinks can be fairly wide-ranging, ties of real affection are 
necessarily restricted to those with whom we have direct intercourse. 
And that is why, for all the comparisions modern liberals have drawn 
between the bonds uniting citizens and those pertaining among friends 
or members of a family, the nature of the ties is fundamentally differ- 
ent. A nation, Bosanquet said, can have but ‘a tinge of natural affec- 
tion’,71 whereas in face-to-face relations affections can flourish. Dewey, 
we might note, resisted the idea that communities, even local ones, 
were based on affections, preferring instead the notion of ‘attachments’, 
believing that, unlike affections, they imply a basis in stable and tran- 
quil relations.72° Nevertheless, Dewey concurs that face-to-face relations 
are necessary to community ‘in its deepest and richest sense’. “The 
Great Community, in the sense of free and full intercommunication, 
is conceivable. But it can never possess all the qualities which mark a 
local community . . . Vital and thorough attachments are bred only in 
the intimacy of an intercourse which is of necessity restricted in range.’75 

Thus confronted by doubts that large modern communities can be 
fraternally associated, modern liberals like Dewey have pointed to the 
variety of neighbourly relations that can flourish in large communities, 
providing a deeper and richer communal bonding. Like Mill, we might 
just leave matters there, recognising neighbourly feeling to be a special 
sort of bond to be placed alongside fraternity and patriotism but having 
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a much more restricted scope. But some, such as Hobhouse (§IIL.C.1), 
take a further step, suggesting a network or chain thesis according to 
which feelings ‘link one to another who is similarly linked to a third, 
the chain ultimately connecting all members of a community’. Dewey 
too, I think, takes this extra step when speaking of ‘that texture of 
friendships and attachments which is the chief bond in any commun- 
ity’. Rawls introduces a variation: instead of arguing that bonds of 
personal relations ultimately link each to all, he contends that our ‘ties 
of affection and fellow feeling’ extend sufficiently wide so that it 
is well nigh impossible to injure the community at large without also 
hurting ‘our friends and associates along with the rest’.7> Whereas Hob- 
house’s web of personal relations thesis suggests, albeit in a fairly loose 
way, that it is not possible to hurt anyone without also ultimately. 
hurting a friend of a friend, Rawls’s formulation implies that one- 
cannot injure the community in general without also injuring a friend, 
The aim of both versions, however, is to use personal ties of affection 
as the basis of a wider ranging communal unity. 


C5. The Family and Community 


For the most part, modern liberals have treated family affections as 
essentially the same as neighbourliness. This is most obvious in Dewey, 
who usually does not distinguish between ‘family and neighbourhood’, 
treating both as sorts of associations which have sufficiently rich inter- 
course and strong personal attachments to provide the basis of a real 
communal life.76 Moreover, although we find, for example, Dewey, 
Hobhouse and Bosanquet all worrying that the intense ties within the 
family can lead to isolation and to hostility towards the outside world,” 
all seem to think that the affections of family life can, in one way or 
another, connect up with, or spill over into, relations with other mem- 
bers of the larger community, and thus, like neighbourliness, make for 
a wider unity.78 Bosanquet is the most interesting on this score, present- 
ing an explicit contagion thesis. According to Bosanquet, family-feeling 
‘as an element in human nature developed within a given society, is 
not confined to members of family groups, but becomes a general at- 
mosphere, a feature of the social mind, participated in by those who 
have of their own no existing family’.7”?7 Not untypically, it is not 
easy to see just what Bosanquet means by saying that family spirit is 
‘contagious’ (in one, not very successful, attempt at clarification, he 
tells us that ‘[t]he solitary may partake of the family sacrament, so to 
speak, ‘“‘by faith” ’®). Presumably, though, what he has in mind is 
something like this: families, he says, are premised upon the unification 
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of affection and service;®! in a social order rooted in family life, an 
ethos is manifest according to which service is linked to affection and, 
consequently, service out of love will be a moving influence even to 
those not presently part of a family unit. Nevertheless, as we have seen, 
Bosanquet thinks a nation can have but a tinge of the family’s natural 
affection. 

To a considerable degree, then, modern liberals assign the family 
and the neighbourhood similar roles in the unification of a community. 
But some, like Mill, Green, Bosanquet and Rawls, also give the family 
a more distinctive task: viz. to train or develop that type of communal 
bond which, to each theorist, is the most important. We have seen, for 
example, that Mill relies a good deal on sympathy or fellow feeling. In 
The Subjection of Women he argues that a properly constituted family 
would be ‘a school of sympathy in equality, of living together in love, 
without power on one side or obedience on the other’.82 Indeed, 
throughout the Subjection Mill either treats family ties as essentially 
like fellow feeling, being based on sympathy and equality, or as closely 
connected to ‘general social feelings’.83 By linking family sentiments 
to wider social feelings in this way, he is able to assign the family a 
much larger task than merely encouraging personal affections that 
might spill over into other relations. Rather, having ties that are essen- 
tially similar to fraternity, the family becomes the training ground for 
the wider life of the community. Thus, no doubt, Mill would have 
enthusiastically concurred with Bosanquet that ‘[t]he family may be 
the nursery of manhood (including womanhood) and citizenship, or 
their grave’. 4 

Green’s understanding of the family is particularly interesting in this 
regard. Although he quite reasonably begins by indicating that the 
‘sexual impulse’ is at the root of family life, he does not proceed to 
argue that this develops into personal affection or sympathy. Rather, 
he says, upon the sexual impulse ‘there has supervened on the part of 
the man a permanent interest in a woman as a person with whom his 
own well-being is united, and a consequent interest in the children born 
of her’.85 This is surely an extraordinary account of the family, avoid- 
ing as it does all but indirect references to affection and instead concen- 
trating on making another person’s good one’s own. To explain it, we 
need to remember that Green’s conception of community is very much 
based on a recognition of our social interest and subsequent organic 
relations as opposed to, say, recognition of commonality or fraternity. 
Given the fundamental importance of social interest to both Green’s 
theories of social life and community, it is understandable that he 
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tries to show that such an interest arises ‘primarily from family ties’ ,86 
thus giving it a grounding in the most basic type of human relations. 
Unlike Mill-and Bosanquet, this is to see the family not so much as a 
training ground or school for community life but-more as the seed or 
fountainhead of the attitudes upon which social and community life 
are based.87 And because Green’s primary understanding of communal 
unity is so devoid of passion, his interest in family relations as the basis 
of such unity is also remarkably cool.®8 In contrast, Rawls, who also 
assigns the family this fountainhead function, paints a much warmer 
picture of family relations, concentrating on how they give rise to the 
sentiment central to his account of community, fellow feeling.® 


C.6. Individuality and Community: A Second Cut 


We can thus identify three main types of communal feelings: patriot- 
ism (or a devotion to an abstract whole), fraternity (diffuse sympathet- 
ic feelings) and neighbourliness (personal affections). Modern liberal 
treatments of the family, we have just seen, view it either as similar to 
the neighbourhood or as the source of, or training ground for, other 
sorts of communal bonds. (Green’s account of the family, it ought to 
be emphasised, focuses more on the role of the family in the develop- 
ment of social interest than. on its function in the development or 
training of any of our three communal sentiments). At this point it 
is useful to ask whether Durkheim’s two forms of communal unity — 
the mechanical and the organic — in any way relate to these three vari- 
eties of communal sentiments. Now I think our analysis of fraternity, 
in particular its sympathetic basis, does indeed reveal. a significant 
relation. Hobhouse, it will be recalled, makes much of the importance 
of like-mindedness in the growth of sympathy; the more we are like 
others, he theorises, the easier it is to take up their perspective and 
act accordingly. Thus he argues that men have difficulty sympathising 
with women, the young with the old and the rich with the poor..And 
even ‘in the most elementary matters many white people seem unable 
to feel sympathy for the brown or black’. At least according to Hob- 
house, then, sympathy thrives on the homogeneity that is the mark of 
mechanical unity. A similar conclusion is supported by Bosanquet’s 
psychology: one of the essential points of his theory of the ‘General 
Will’ is that those united by common experiences share sentiments of 
unity that help mark them off from other communities.%! 

Hobhouse’s sort of analysis has considerable plausibility. When we 
confront instances of widespread fellow feeling, fraternity or feelings 
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of nationality, we are apt to explain them by pointing to some com- 
monality among those so united. Thus, for example, Mill writes: 


This feeling of nationality [fellow feeling] may have been gener- 
ated by various causes. Sometimes it is the effect of identity of race 
and descent. Community of language, and community of religion, 
greatly contribute to it. Geographical limits are one of its causes. 
But the strongest of all is the identity of political antecedents: the 
possession of a national history, and consequent community of re- 
collections; collective pride and humiliation, pleasure and regret, 
connected with the same incidents in the past.9? 


As I said, this seems a plausible-enough analysis, but it is by no means 
incontrovertible. Mill saw this. Immediately after explaining that the 
basis of national fraternal feeling lies in identities of various sorts, he 
acknowledges that Switzerland, for example, ‘has a strong sentiment of 
nationality, though the cantons are of different races, different lan- 
guages, and different religions’.93 More generally, it is not, I think, 
impossible to imagine participants in an organic unity having fraternal 
feelings towards each other stemming from a recognition that they are 
partners in a co-operative enterprise. Still, though, without some 
awareness of commonality — even if only of common aims — it is hard 
to see strong fellow feeling developing. It is far less difficult to imagine 
either patriotism or neighbourliness being felt by members of an or- 
ganic whole. For these two sorts of communal feelings an organic unity 
seems just as suitable a basis as a mechanical one. Durkheim, in fact, 
appears to suggest that a network of neighbourliness is especially appro- 
priate to an organic unity. In contrast to a mechanical unity in which 
the individual is bound directly to the whole without any intermediary, 
according to Durkheim’s understanding of an organic union ‘he depends 
upon society, because he depends on the parts of which it is com- 
posed’.** When translated, this must mean that in an organic unity each 
depends on others with whom he is related through his unique functions 
and, through a Hobhousian chain, to the whole. Hence the presence of 
intermediaries. The appropriateness of neighbourliness as a bond is 
manifest, but patriotism also seems in the spirit of such a unity. While, 
given organicism’s emphasis on differentiation it is hard to see how 
fraternity can get much encouragement, a sense that one is part of a 
large system or enterprise seems entirely fitting and natural. At one 
point, for example, Bosanquet describes ‘the stages of our “‘comprehen- 
sion” of a great city’, At first, he says, the different streets that take us 
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from one place to another are meaningless and insignificant, but, as 
we become acquainted with the character of the city, we come to know 
and. appreciate the differences of each street and its people. As we do 
so, Bosanquet thinks, we start to feel the life of the city of which we 
begin to feel ourselves a part.95 This seems reasonable enough, and it 
does not mean that we have any strong sense of commonality or frat- 
ernity, or indeed even neighbourliness, with our fellow citizens. Our 
sense is that of a complex network and of our participation in it. 

I hope that the justification of my trichotomous analysis of com- 
munal feelings is now apparent. The usefulness of the scheme clearly 
does not derive from any mutual exclusiveness. Some cases, for ex- 
ample, of what I have called ‘fraternity’ may well qualify for inclusion 
under ‘patriotism’. Such would seem to be the case when a group shares 
significant common traits giving rise to both fraternity and a sense 
that it is a unique collectivity standing apart from others. Being ‘an 
American’, for example, may include both a sense of fraternity with 
other Americans (especially when overseas!) and a sense of belonging to 
the American nation. However, while some cases may fall under both 
patriotism and fraternity, we have seen that an important distinction 
does emerge: patriotism (and neighbourliness) is (are) consistent with 
organic unity whereas strong fraternity seems to require a mechanical 
unity. Although these relations are of interest simply in themselves, 
they do havea wider implication. For if fraternity is especially associ- 
ated with mechanical unity, and if, as Durkheim suggested (§B.3), 
mechanical unity is potentially in tension with individuality and the 
free development of personality, modern liberalism’s considerable re- 
liance upon fraternal bonds would apparently undermine its claim to 
reconcile individuality and community. In contrast, if patriotism and 
neighbourliness are consistent with organic unity, and if it in turn is 
consistent with individuality, to the extent modern liberals rely on 
these two forms of communal feeling, they may well be able to press 
their claim to have reconciled individuality and community. 

But a problem remains. Although diversity of function is essential 
to an organic understanding of society, it is not quite so clear that the 
required diversity is inherently consistent with individuality. To take 
the model of an animal organism: each part has a distinctive function 
in the operation of the whole, the proper performance is its raison 
d’étre. That hardly means, though, that the parts possess anything like 
what we have been calling individuality. Quite to the contrary, as 
Hobhouse recognised, the attainment of such a unity may require 
‘the gradual obliteration of the distinctive characters of the parts, 
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wherein all that is opposed to unity and organisation is worn away’.9® 
Leaving the metaphor aside, it would seem that a devotion to the good 
of the whole may require that we devote ourselves to social service 
rather than to pursuing our individuality. Brian Barry, for example, 
has argued that, according to Hobhouse and Green, we cannot be justi- 
fied in pursuing individual enjoyments that do not contribute to the 
well-being of others. The implication would appear to be that this 
conception of the social order, while indeed presupposing differences in 
functions, is hostile to individuality and, it would seem, essentially 
illiberal.%7 

Barry’s criticism raises a wider point. Irrespective of the distinction 
between ‘organic’ and ‘mechanical’ unity, to what extent does any 
theory of community that postulates a devotion to social service and 
the good of the whole conflict with the pursuit of individuality? Com- 
munal sentiments, and to some respect social interest with its implica- 
tion that we are concerned with the good of our fellows, indicate that 
we may naturally desire to serve others and the community in general, 
but it remains unclear to what extent these natural ‘social feelings’ 
conflict with the pursuit of individuality. Just because we might desire 
to serve the community by no means implies that the development of 
our individuality may not be sacrificed. To be sure, it will be a self- 
sacrifice rather than an imposed one, but a sacrifice nonetheless. Before 
we can make any attempt to finally evaluate the extent to which modern 
liberals have reconciled individuality and sociability, we need to exam- 
ine whether social service and the pursuit of individuality can be harm- 
onised. 


D. Social Service and Individuality 


As I mentioned above, Hobhouse was very much aware that an organic 
unity might be attained by strictly limiting the parts to a function and 
wearing away all other aspects of their nature. However, this route, 
he tells us, can only attain a ‘lower’ or impure type of organic unity 
since it produces unity by lessening the diversity and complexity of 
that which it organises. In contrast, ‘[a] community will be harmonious 
or organic in the purest sense in proportion as . . . it rests upon and calls 
forth the personality of its members in all respects in which they are in 
fact capable of harmonization.’°8 Whatever the merits of this sort of 
argument — which is very typical of Hobhouse — it is much too abstract 
to provide us with any clear idea as to how a community can function 
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like an organism and yet not do violence to the individual natures of its 
parts. Certainly Hobhouse believes that such sacrifice is not necessary, 
and is even a mark of inferior organisation, but as long as we remain at 
such heights of generalisation, his oft-repreated proviso that qualities or 
capacities inconsistent with the working of the whole are to be restrained 
can take on an ominous tone. To get a clearer idea of how individuality 
can co-exist with organic membership, or more generally, with social 
service, we need to turn elsewhere, to Bosanquet and Dewey. 

In many respects, of course, Bosanquet talks in far more ominous 
ways than Hobhouse. It was, after all, not Hobhouse but Bosanquet 
who was fond of comparing societies to armies.99 In comparing a 
society to an army, and in contrasting it with a crowd, Bosanquet was 
trying to bring to our attention the organised nature of a society; it 
also serves to suggest, though, that we all have our part to do, our ser- 
vice to perform. According to Bosanquet our social service is typically 
best rendered through attention to our station and its duties. So far 
from being demanded, Bosanquet insists that a general do-gooding 
distracts one from the main tasks of doing ‘one’s [own] work well and 
intelligently’.100 The reference to ‘work’ here is revealing, for whatever 
F.H. Bradley may have meant by our ‘station’, Bosanquet primarily has 
in mind one’s vocation or occupation. Hence, in the normal course of 
things, our service to the community is rendered through our voca- 
tion, 101 

We saw in the first chapter (§D.3) that modern liberals look to voca- 
tions, occupations, careers, etc. as a focus for organising capacities into 
a coherent plan of life. We now see that vocations can be vehicles 
through which we render our normal service to the common good. The 
notion of an occupation thus provides a way by which to reconcile or 
integrate the demands of individuality and membership in a commun- 
ity. ‘An occupation’, Dewey said, ‘is the only thing which balances the 
distinctive capacity of the individual with his social service.’!02 The 
essence of an occupation, at least to liberals like Dewey and Bosanquet, 
is that one is of service to others while simultaneously developing and 
organising one’s unique capacities. ‘The individual has his own nature 
communicated to him as he is summoned to fit himself for rendering 
a distinct service to the common good.’!93 While not perhaps as explicit 
as Dewey and Bosanquet, Green and Hobhouse, for example, evince 
a similar understanding of one’s work as mediating individual ability 
and social service.!°* More generally, given the importance of occupa- 
tions and vocations in all our modern liberals’ theories of individuality, 
and given that the very idea of finding a suitable occupation in a free 
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labour market implies some correlation of individual capacity and social 
service, it seems reasonable to conclude that what is so explicit in 
Dewey and Bosanquet informs other modern liberal theories as well. 

Obviously, if careers are to play this role, the occupational structure 
in a society must be sufficiently rich and varied to call upon a wide 
range of human capacities. But even if society is ‘a many-sided creature, 
meeting the varied needs of human nature by functions no less 
varied’,}05 it seems inevitable that some human capacities will either 
not be called upon at all, or be so lowly rewarded as to discourage their 
development. ‘The basic structure of society’, as Rawls says, ‘is bound 
to. encourage and support certain kinds of plans more than others by 
rewarding its members for contributing to the common good’,!06 And 
so some qualities and capacities will inevitably be neglected and fall 
into disuse.1°7 Does this entail that the ‘occupational solution’ to 
the reconciliation of individuality and social service inevitably fails? 

Well, given modern. liberalism’s understanding of unique natures it 
certainly does not pose as many difficulties as it would if, for example, 
it operated on what Dewey called the ‘Aristotelian theory’ (§I.E). 
The ‘Aristotelian’ conception of development, it will be recalled, posits 
unique capacities for each individual which manifest themselves in a 
unique destiny. But modern liberalism postulates a unique capacity 
repertoire, all parts of which cannot be fully developed or indeed even 
known. So the simple fact that not all one’s capacities are called upon 
is not ipso facto stifling to individuality, since some selection is neces- 
sary in any event. However, if the choice of occupations really avail- 
able is very restricted so that individuals are required to do something 
not at all congenial to their nature, then obviously occupations cannot 
perform the function of harmonising social services and pursuing in- 
dividuality. The first case we tend to think of here is. perhaps the class/ 
occupational structure of Plato’s Republic,1°8 but, as Mill is now famous 
for pointing out, a more relevant and extreme case has been opportuni- 
ties for women. Although he is willing to leave it an open question, Mill 
is more than skeptical of any claim that all women are somehow 
naturally fitted only for the vocation of wife and mother; if it seems so 
at present, he says, it is probably only because their individuality has 
been systematically thwarted and their natures perverted.! Freed to 
find vocations that suit them, many will certainly supplement the 
traditional feminine roles, while some are very likely to do entirely 
different things.2° To force women into the vocation of wife and 
mother, and only that, is to do violence to their unique individual 
natures. 
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This type of drastic limitation of occupational opportunities is not 
the only way in which an occupational structure might fail to accom- 
modate the individuality of some. We will see in Chapter VII that mod- 
ern liberals are often critical of the economic order as most of the jobs 
do not promote the development of individual natures. And, especially 
in Dewey, we will also find a strong indication that he believed the 
capitalism of his day slighted many aspects of human nature by its 
concentration on materialistic gain. Thus, for example, at one point he 
suggests that, regrettably but understandably, some of those with inclin- 
ations leaning, for instance, towards artistic or intellectual life, had fled 
America, in fact or in imagination, to seek a more congenial environ- 
ment.111 Indeed, I will argue later that the ideal of focusing individual- 
ity on careers leads to a fundamental critique of the contemporary 
economic order. (However, grounds also exist for questioning the 
attainability of this ideal (§ VII.D).) 

The problems that we have been considering concern ways in which 
an occupational structure might restrict the development of some 
people’s individuality, and thus indicate one line of attack on the mod- 
ern liberal claim that occupations reconcile individuality and social 
service. The opposite line of criticism is also possible: it can be argued 
that in some ways occupations do not represent a social service, or at 
least not alwaysa sufficient one. Leaving aside the point that (arguably), 
the occupations of bank robber and/or robber baron do not provide a 
real social service, modern liberals are faced with a more imposing dif- 
ficulty on this score. Although in the normal course of things one might 
reasonably be said to best serve the community by diligently perform- 
ing the duties of one’s station — especially one’s vocation — in more 
extraordinary times considerably more may be required (or, we might 
say, the duties of one’s station may expand far beyond one’s chosen oc- 
cupation). Thus, for example, even Hobhouse, who is always concerned 
with showing that membership in an organic community need not entail 
a submersion of individuality, is driven to admitting that in an imper- 
fect world the individual may well feel obliged to make extreme sacri- 
fices for the community. ‘The service of society may require the entire 
sacrifice of happiness or life on the part of the individual.*!!2 Most 
obviously, such might be the case in war where the individual’s sense 
of social service may lead him to sacrifice his life. But, less dramatical- 
ly, in a social order with substantial injustice or poverty, a devotion to 
the welfare of the community might well require that one work towards 
alleviating social evils, and thereby forgo an occupation, other activities 
or income that would better promote the development of one’s indi- 
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vidual nature. Hence Green tells us that in deciding to cultivate one’s 
taste for music ‘[t] he question whether it should be sacrificed or culti- 
vated must depend on the position and general capabilities of the indi- 
vidual, on the circumstances of his time, on the claims of surrounding 
society,’ 113 

Such statements have led some readers to doubt Green’s devotion 
to individuality, and it must be admitted that his work is rich in praise 
of those who make self-sacrifices in the performance of duties or 
services to others.114 And it is certainly reasonable to conclude that, 
more than any other modern liberal, Green believes that even in normal 
times social service often requires some sort of self-sacrifice that de- 
monstrates highly praiseworthy devotion to the common good.!5 
Nevertheless, it would seem that any theory of man that postulates a 
significant communal devotion would be driven to some such admission 
that social service may very well call for courses of action inconsistent 
with the maximisation of one’s own individual development. To be sure, 
like Bosanquet, one may insist that an explicit devotion to social service 
will often be a better path to developing one’s nature than some narrow 
ideal of self-cultivation.!46 And the ‘mutual stimulation’ argument pro- 
vides some grounds for saying that assisting others to develop can help 
develop one’s own individuality (§II.C.1). Still, it appears inevitable 
that cases will arise in which social service does indeed demand some 
sacrifice of individuality. It would thus seem that even a thorough- 
going organic understanding of community, at some point or at some 
time, is going to be in tension with individuality. 

However, Bosanquet’s analysis of such self-sacrifice suggests that it 
is more than a little misleading to simply put the issue in terms of a 
tension between ‘individuality’ and ‘community’. Although, as I stressed 
in the first chapter (§1.D.3), Bosanquet, like all modern liberals, thinks 
the aim of development to be a systematic, inclusive and coherent per- 
sonality, he is willing to acknowledge that such a multifaceted, harmon- 
ious development may not always be possible. The development of 
‘some special and important element’, he tells us, might under some 
conditions, be ‘incompatible with the system and balance of the self as 
a whole’.417 Now, while we saw in the first chapter that modern liberals 
generally favour a wider, more inclusive growth, Bosanquet insists that 
we might properly decide to further this ‘all important’ element and, 
consequently, sacrifice the satisfaction of the self as a whole. 

This ‘all important’ element could be any of a number of interests, 
values or affections, such as truth, justice or beauty: it might also be 
‘some great work “for others” ’.118 And here lies, I think, the significant 
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point. Not just a devotion to the welfare of the community, but any 
cherished value could, under certain conditions,- be in tension with the 
cultivation of a multifaceted individuality. Rather than being a case of 
‘the individual’ versus ‘the community’, the tension is more adequately 
seen as one between the quest for an integrated, inclusive individuality 
and the demands made by some ‘all important’ value, interest or 
affection which is critically at stake. Whether it be truth, justice or ser- 
vice to others, the cherished element might conflict with the achieve- 
ment of a well-rounded individuality and, if so, might call for ‘self- 
sacrifice’. Just when we are to sacrifice ‘self and when the cherished 
value, is, of course, a real moral dilemma on which Bosanquet provides 
no guidance. The important thing, though, is that the choice between 
devotion to the community (requiring self-sacrifice) and pursuit of indi- 
viduality is an instance of a wider class of dilemmas and must be under- 
stood in that light. 


E. Individuality, Social Life and Community 


It might be helpful here to briefly summarise the main conclusions of 
these first three chapters. In the first chapter, I examined modern lib- 
eralism’s conception of individuality. It was, I argued, an essentially 
positive conception, concentrating on what we have it in us to become 
rather than on our isolation from others. But it does hold that we are 
indeed different from others, each having a unique nature upon which 
his individual development is premised. (We saw that Bosanquet and, 
perhaps, Green, had a ‘diverse’ not a ‘unique’ natures theory.) In the 
development of these unique natures we prefer the ‘higher’, i.e. com- 
plex intellectual and artistic, lines of development over the ‘lower’, 
i.e. bodily, pleasures. Moreover, we aim to fashion our developed capac- 
ities into a unique, harmonious and multifaceted individuality. 

And there lies the problem which set the stage for the second 
chapter. For while we are driven towards a wide-ranging personality, 
some specialisation is necessary if we are to intensely develop some of 
our gifts and achieve individual excellence. ‘We cannot become all we 
are capable of being’ is one of modern liberalism’s more important 
slogans. While leisure activities might help alleviate this conflict, mod- 
ern liberals suggest a more interesting solution: through social life we 
can participate in lines of development which we either had to forgo 
(in order to specialise) or of which we were not capable. Thus the 
development of others is of interest to us and is, as Green argued, a 
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good. Furthermore, it is typically argued that a social existence with 
other developed persons spurs the growth of our own individuality. 

This, I argued, is the heart of the organic theory of social life. But 
it seems to fall short of a conception of a community, for it does not 
strictly entail that members of a social order will recognise that they are 
related in these ways and thus form a whole. And, in any event, mere 
recognition of unity without feelings of unity hardly seems to make for 
a community. However, whereas it makes sense to talk of modern 
liberalism’s theory of individuality and theory of social life, when we 
come to community we are faced with a greater diversity of views 
among (and within each of) our modern liberals. So this third chapter 
engaged in a bit of taxonomising. Following Durkheim, I distinguished 
recognition of an ‘organic unity’ — essentially, as in Green, awareness 
of the interconnections of social life — from a ‘mechanical unity’ 
based on commonality and similarity. The latter, I suggested, appears 
more in tune with our normal understandings of community, but, as 
Durkheim indicated, it apparently has much greater possibilities for 
tensions with individuality. We also distinguished three forms of com- 
munal feelings — patriotism, fraternity and neighbourliness — and 
found reason to associate the second, i.e. fraternity, with ‘mechanical 
unity’. The other two, in contrast, seem compatible with either form of 
unity. And, lastly, we have just been examining the extent to which a 
devotion to social service, which seems essential to any form of com- 
munity (including the organic), is consistent with the pursuit of indi- 
viduality. 

As I stated in the Introductory, modern liberals generally have been 
seen as aiming at some sort of harmonisation of individuality and soci- 
ability. This, of course, is a rough and general observation. We can 
certainly identify among modern liberals some who are more or less 
ambitious harmonisers. In lieu of along discussion, I think it is probably 
safe to say that Green and Bosanquet are the most insistent that, at 
least in principle, both ‘individuality’ and our ‘social’ nature are mani- 
festations of the same principle in human nature — the drive to self- 
realisation — and, so, are not inherently in conflict.449 Rawls and Mill 
are certainly the most cautious. Rawls, for example, is explicit that 
pursuit of individual plans might conflict with ‘social and altruistic 
motivation’.120 And in Liberty Mill adopts a straightforward balancing, 
as opposed to a harmonising, position, describing ‘individuality’ and 
‘sociability’ as ‘opposites’ in need of ‘reconciling and combining’.!21 
And more than once he warned of the danger of so emphasising social 
unity as to endanger individuality.122 However, at least with Mill, it is 
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certain that he entertained a more harmonious ideal. Both in his writings 
on political economy and in his Autobiography he testifies that his 
ideal is an intensification and integration of both individuality and 
community-mindedness.!23 Our question, then, is to what extent the 
modern liberal theory of man provides the basis for such a hope. 

In some ways, modern liberals have been very effective in under- 
mining the idea that individuality and sociability are ‘opposites’ in 
tension. The theories of individuality and social life provide a plaus- 
ible integration, envisaging social life as the completion, not the oppon- 
ent, of individuality. To be sure, as Green was apt to emphasise, social 
life requires some disciplining of individual action but, as we have seen, 
modern liberals are prone to see a need for discipline in the develop- 
ment of individuality itself. As I have indicated, things become much 
more complicated when we move to the level of community. It does 
seem that a ‘minimalist’ organic conception of community, involving 
recognition of organic relations, feelings of unity with the whole and a 
devotion to social service, conjoined with the thesis that occupations 
reconcile individuality and social service, goes a long way towards 
harmonising the pursuit of individuality with membership in a com- 
munity. But, although it seems to carry us part of the way towards 
harmony, it appears doubtful that it can go all the way. Social service 
(as well as a whole range of other commitments and values) is likely to 
conflict with the pursuit of individuality, and when it does, some trade- 
off will be necessary. (See also § VII.D.) 

If matters simply stood thus we could conclude that modern liberal- 
ism, if not totally successful in its attempt to harmonise individuality 
and community, does achieve a good deal along those lines. Yet not 
even Green, whose conception of community seems to be most thor- 
oughgoingly organic, is content to rest matters there. At some point 
or other all our modern liberals are driven to a stronger conception of 
community, premised on shared outlooks, language, history, etc. and 
giving rise to fraternity/fellow feeling/sympathy. Surely this is a solid 
sort of community. But,as Durkheim warmed, it draws its strength 
from commonality whereas individuality — and, we might note, the 
modern liberal conception of social life — is premised on diversity. 
Now Durkheim, I think, sometimes tends to make too much of this 
opposition. Considerable commonality of outlook, feeling, etc. is con- 
sistent with a great deal of individual diversity. Individuality can exist, 
indeed thrive, in a community with considerable commonality. As 
Rawls points out, ‘associative ties’ may cushion us against self-doubt 
when mishaps or failures occur.1%4 Nevertheless, Durkheim seems right 
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in saying that the dynamics of ‘mechanical unity’ and individualised 
personalities are ultimately opposed; at some point the growth of 
commonality and unity, as Mill warned, will endanger individuality. 
And, conversely, as Durkheim argued, the growth of individuality 
breaks down the most intense forms of mechanical solidarity.!25 Thus 
it would seem that modern liberals are ultimately driven back to the 
balancing of opposites.!26 Their theory of man goes a long way towards 
harmony and integration, but it appears that the type of community 
to which all were ultimately attracted is, in theory, in tension with 
individual diversity. 

Even Bosanquet, probably the most adamant harmoniser of all, 
seems to recognise this ultimate tension. In his discussion of religious 
unity, Bosanquet makes much of the total absorption of the self in a 
larger whole. ‘It is the surrender or completion of the finite selfhood 
in the world of spiritual membership.’!2”7 Dewey, too, in his early ideal- 
ist work on psychology, saw the surrendering of the particular self to 
the whole as the basis of the ‘feeling of peace’ that accompanies religious 
belief.128 What is particularly interesting about both Dewey and Bosan- 
quet here is that they see such religious feelings as a purer. and more 
complete manifestation of the feelings of unity we experience in 
society. In social and communal life, as even Bosanquet acknowledges, 
we are necessarily ‘at arm’s length’ to each other.!2? And while from 
the perspective of unity this represents a necessary imperfection in 
social life, it is an imperfection which permits the existence of distinct 
personalities which, Bosanquet believes, allows each of us to stand for 
something special and make our own distinctive contribution to human 
life.130 Our individualised personality is both valuable to, and a limit 
on, our emersion into the community. 
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IV) DEVELOPMENTALISM 


Throughout the first three chapters my concern has been to examine 
the modern liberal conceptions of individuality, social life and com- 
munity. In doing so, I repeatedly had occasion to refer to such notions 
as ‘development of capacities’ and ‘human growth’. It is now time to 
turn our attention to this ‘dynamic’ element and so to look more closely 
at just what modern liberals have meant by the development of capac- 
ities and, more generally, of personality. I begin (§ A) by examining the 
opposing positions of ‘nature’ and ‘nurture’ and argue that modern 
liberals have advocated an interactionist and developmental approach 
that seeks to combine the insights of both the ‘nature’ and ‘nurture’ 
positions. I then turn in §B to distinguish strong and weak variants of 
developmental theories, maintaining that the modern liberals advocate 
the former. This leads (§C), as I suggested in the first chapter (§1.D.4), 
to what I call the ‘problem of discipline’, i.e. whether modern liberals 
can consistently advocate both the natural growth of human nature and 
discipline. I close in §D by briefly considering the relation in modern 
liberal theory between individual and social development. 


A. Nature and Nurture! 


Al. Instinctivism-and Environmentalism 


An obvious point of departure for any analysis of how personality traits 
arise is the longstanding, but by no means exhausted, debate between 
the proponents of ‘nature’ and ‘nurture’. The radical nature position is 
typically associated with instinctivist theories according to which im- 
portant personality traits are manifestations of innate dispositions that 
are not liable to much, if any, change. According to William McDougall, 
for instance, ‘The human mind has certain innate orinherited tendencies 
which are the essential springs or motive powers of all thought and 
action.” And, McDougall went on, these innate tendencies ‘are the bases 
from which the character and will of individuals and of nations are 
gradually developed under the guidance of the intellectual faculties’. 
Thus, McDougall argues that the characteristics of men from one era to 
the next are largely invariant since these instincts have a ‘stable and 
unchanging character’.2 However, the idea of ‘instincts’ in human 
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beings is a problematic one. As Hobhouse pointed out, instincts are 
manifested in their clearest and starkest form in lower animals in which 
they are ‘very precise and very insistent’; a particular instinct leads to a 
particular course of action and is ‘difficult or even impossible to throw 
... off3 Obviously, when applied to humans and other higher animals 
the instincts become more generalised: not even the most adamant 
instinctivist contends that human action is just like the nest-building of 
wasps.+ And so, as Lionel Tiger and Robin Fox note, ‘old-fashioned’ 
instinctivists relied on tendencies such as ‘“maternalism”, “self- 
abasement” and “acquisitiveness” ’.5 To be sure, these theories were apt 
to postulate an ever-increasing number of such tendencies, each inten- 
ded to account for a specific department of human behaviour. But still, 
the instincts remained generalised in the sense that they did not entail a 
specific pattern of behaviour. Even a classic instinctivist like McDougall 
acknowledged that an instinct does not always lead to the same sort of 
behaviour. Even though the instinct itself remains unchanged, McDougall 
accepted the possibility that learning could help modify the behaviour 
resulting from instinct. 


An illustration may indicate the main principle involved: One may 
have learnt to suppress more or less completely the bodily move- 
ments in which the excitement of the instinct of pugnacity naturally 
finds vent; or by a study of pugilism one may have learnt to render 
these movements more finely adapted to secure the end of the 
instinct; or one may have learnt to replace them by the habitual use 
of weapons, so that the hand flies to the sword-hilt or to the hip- 
pocket, instead of being raised to strike, whenever this instinct is 
excited.© 


But still, the main idea is straightforward: men are aggressive because of 
their pugnacious instinct. In the same vein, McDougall attributes our 
desire for the company of our fellows to our gregarious impulses.” 

Although ‘old-fashioned’ instinctivist theories still have considerable 
currency (e.g. Lorenz’s theory of aggression),8 most contemporary 
proponents of the nature position take a somewhat different approach. 
Rather than offering a catalogue of instincts, people like Tiger and Fox 
put forward ‘an alternative, if more moderate view’, that is, ‘that the 
human organism is “wired” in a certain way so that it can process and 
emit information about certain facts of social life such as language 
and rules about sex, and that, furthermore, it can process this inform- 
ation only at certain times and only in certain ways’. Edward O. 
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Wilson seems also to take a ‘more moderate’ view, emphasising that 
human genes ‘provide a capacity to develop a certain array of traits’ 
rather than specifying a single trait. ‘In some categories of behavior, 
the array is limited and the outcome can be altered only by strenuous 
training — if ever. In others, the array is vast and the outcome easily 
influenced.’!° Wilson, like Tiger and Fox, not only shies away from the 
catalogues of instincts of the earlier instinctivists, but also; again like 
them, is concerned to draw attention to the role of the environment in 
stimulating behaviour. We shall see presently (§A.2) that in this respect 
their positions — as indeed do those of most sophisticated instinc- 
tivists — approach interactionist theories. 

Traditionally, the main rival to an instinctivist account of per- 
sonality ‘is the view that human properties are predominantly the con- 
sequences of learning in response to environmental conditions’.!! 
Following Maurice Mandelbaum, we can distinguish two variants of this 
view: geneticism and organicism 12 

(i) As Mandelbaum understands it, ‘geneticism’ seeks to account 
for personal characteristics via the particular experiences the individual 
has undergone. According to the radical geneticist, then, the sole deter- 
minants of personality are the experiences that constitute the individ- 
ual’s history. If all had the same experiences, all would be exactly alike; 
and, presumably, the appropriate manipulation of experiences can pro- 
duce almost any sort of personality. Personality variations are thus 
directly and perfectly correlated with variations in individual histories. 
In the nineteenth century, as Mandelbaum points out, associationists 
such as James Mill were the leading proponents of geneticism. (I con- 
sider James Mill’s associationism and his son’s modification of it in 
§A.3.) More recently, behaviourists like John B. Watson offered radical 
geneticist accounts, holding personality to be ‘but the end product of 
our habit system’.15 Watson thought that if we could control the exper- 
iences of the individual, and thus the habits he forms, we could create 
any type of person we wish: 


“Give me a dozen healthy infants, well-formed, and my own spec- 
ified world to bring them up in and I’ll guarantee to take any one at 
random and train him to become any type of specialist I might select 
— doctor, lawyer, artist, merchant-chief and, yes, even beggar-man 
and thief, regardless of his talents, penchants, tendencies, abilities, 
vocations and race of his ancestors.’’!4 


This, of course, is an extreme position. Even B.F. Skinner admits that 
‘[i]t is no doubt true that early behaviorists were unduly enthusiastic 


A. Nature and Nurture 119 


about the learning processes they were discovering and neglected the 
role of behavioral genetics’.15 Yet, as Skinner makes very clear in his 
own Walden Two, he also places a good deal of faith in ‘behavioral 
engineering’ to produce the desired sorts of people. As his behaviourist 
hero says: ‘We have no truck with philosophies of innate goodness — 
or evil, either, for that matter. But we do have faith in the power to 
change human behavior. We can make men adequate for group living.’46 

(ii) As does geneticism, what Mandelbaum calls organicism holds 
that personality is formed by the environment, but whereas the former 
looks to the specific experiences of each individual, the organicist bases 
his explanation on the culture in which the individual is embedded.17 
Clifford Geertz, for example, argues that social and psychological pro- 
cesses are ordered by ‘cultural blueprints’, According to Geertz, these 
cultural patterns are necessary because ‘human behavior is inherently 
extremely plastic. Not strictly but only very broadly controlled by gen- 
etic programs or models — intrinsic sources of information — such 
behavior must, if it is to have any effective form, at all, be controlled to 
a significant extent by extrinsic ones.’"!8 Thus, Geertz indicates that 
one’s culture provides the symbols and categories (e.g. kinship roles, 
social classes, occupations) by which one defines oneself, and thus 
shapes what we think of as personality. ‘And the symbol systems which 
define these classes are not given in the nature of things — they are 
historically constructed, socially maintained, and individually applied.’!9 

This idea of cultural blueprints or moulds is the essence of Mandel- 
baum’s conception of organicism. However, he also apparently intends 
the term to include the notions of interconnection, distinctive collect- 
ive unity, etc., I discussed in Chapters II and III. Thus, for example, one 
of his prime exemplars of an organicist is Hegel who, as he reads him, 
combines a cultural view of human nature with what I have called in 
earlier chapters an organic understanding of social life and society.” 
However, it does not seem these two uses of ‘organicism’ are necessarily 
related. A thoroughgoing cultural analysis of man is entirely consis- 
tent with a ‘mechanical’ view of society (i.e. one based on shared 
characteristics) while, conversely, social orders can be premised on 
interconnection and mutual completion without accepting a cultural 
understanding of man’s nature. Any relation between Mandelbaum’s 
‘organicism’ and that which has gone by that name in previous chapters 
thus would seem contingent rather than conceptual. Therefore, in order 
to avoid misunderstandings, I shall refer to the culture-based account of 
personality as ‘cultural environmentalism’, reserving ‘organic’ for the 
themes of interdependence, etc. that I examined in previous chapters. 
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A.2. Interactionism 


The prolonged controversy between proponents of instinctivist and 
environmentalist ways of thinking has led to an intermediate view that 
seeks to accommodate the claims of both nature and nurture. According 
to this third position, often called ‘interactionism’,?! personality is the 
outcome of an interplay of innate tendencies and environmental con- 
ditions. It is this view that characterises modern liberal theories. More- 
over, they are typically very explicit about it, and none more so than 
Dewey. After mentioning both the radical nurture and nature under- 
standings of personality, Dewey insists that ‘[t] here is an alternative to 
being penned in by these two theories. We can recognize that all 
conduct is interaction between elements of human nature and environ- 
ment, natural and social.’22 Although Dewey acknowledged the influence 
of the natural as well as the social environment, his real concern was the 
interaction of human nature and culture, which, as he sees it, determines 
‘what elements of human nature are dominant and their pattern or ar- 
rangement in connection with one another’.2? The environmental ele- 
ment in Dewey’s interactionist theory is thus very much a cultural 
rather than a geneticist one: he is very clear that it was the overall social 
environment, not the individual’s history, that he thought critical in 
forming character. Nevertheless, while the influence of environment 
looms large in Dewey’s interactionism — certainly much larger than in 
Freud’s”4 — he alwaysinsists that humans are not like wax, clay or putty 
to be moulded, but have a nature which reacts upon, and shapes, the 
environment.?5 

In all this Dewey is much closer to Bosanquet than we might expect. 
Or perhaps we ought to expectit, for Dewey’s early work in psychology 
was thoroughgoingly idealist, and although le later abandoned much of 
Hegel’s philosophy, his continuing emphasis on the intimate relation of 
personality (or mind) and culture is by no means foreign to the idealist 
outlook. Indeed, as one reader understands it, mind and social environ- 
ment are in Bosanquet, like all Hegelians, not only intimately related 
but are inseparable as well, being ‘two aspects of the same thing’.?6 
However, while pointing to Bosanquet’s (and Dewey’s) Hegelianism 
indicates a basic source of their concern with relation of personality 
and culture, it leaves much unsaid. For as I said above, Mandelbaum 
points to Hegel as a prime example of a cultural environmentalist (in 
his terms, ‘organicist”) because Hegel sees the individual as (simply?) 
an expression of his society.27_ Now to be sure even the most casual 
teading of Bosanquet uncovers a very strong Hegelian influence. It is 
Bosanquet, after all, who says that ‘each individual mind, if we consider 
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it as a whole, is an expression of society as a whole from a point of view 
which is distinctive and unique’ and that ‘[t]he logic of the self is the 
nature of the whole working through our given mental formation and 
our circumstances.’28 But there is another side to Bosanquet, one which 
acknowledges that ‘[w]e are born with many predispositions... out 
of which the mind organizes itself’?? (hardly an environmentalist senti- 
ment). We need to recognise that Bosanquet was not only a student of 
Hegel but also a disciple of Green, and to some extent Fichte too. Super- 
imposed on Bosanquet’s Hegelian emphasis on the individual as a 
reflection of his culture is the ideal of self-realisation and the free growth 
of capacities, central to Fichte’s and Green’s position.™ It isin this vein 
that Bosanquet writes that ‘the end is single and clear: to make the most 
of human nature’. And, following Green, this does not mean merely 
the moulding of man by culture but the development of human capac- 
ities.21 Ultimately, Bosanquet insists on the ‘deep and subtle relation 
between character and circumstance’ and, consequently, rejects any 
view that sees man as no more than a creation of his environment.*2 

All this is not intended to deny that Bosanquet puts a great deal of 
weight on the influence of culture in shaping personality. One of the 
characteristics of the interactionist position is that it lends itself to dif- 
fering emphases as to the relative importance of nature and nurture in 
the interaction; and it is probably safe to say that Bosanquet stresses 
the role of culture a great deal more, say, than Hobhouse (but probably 
not much more than Green),33 Indeed, in some ways Hobhouse ap- 
proaches the other end of the nature/nurture continuum. As I noted in 
§A.1, Hobhouse believes that in the purest sense instincts are character- 
istic of lower animals in whom an innate drive produces a definite sort 
of behaviour, the end or purpose of which is not perceived by the 
organism. Since such a notion of instincts suggests a rigidity and spec- 
ificity of response that does not seem to characterise human behaviour, 
I suggested that the normal response of traditional instinctivists has 
been to generalise the instinct so that it can be manifested in a wide 
range of behaviour. Now Hobhouse thinks that we do indeed possess 
some such instincts, ‘like those of sex and maternity, where an innate 
drive organises behaviour on lines which are in general, though of course 
not in detail, innately determined’.*4 However, Hobhouse concludes 
that the persistence of such instincts in the ‘higher animals’ is the 
exception; as a rule, the drive remains but its satisfaction now turns on 
intelligence and experience rather than programmed responses. More 
than this, he continues, the drives themselves are subordinate in man to 
‘root interests’, of which a group of particular drives are ‘offshoots, 
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derivations, limitations’. (In another place Hobhouse describes root 
interests as clusters of sub-interests which, in turn, initiate impulses.) 
Thus, for example, Hobhouse considers health to be a root interest to 
which the drives, impulses and needs relating to hunger, thirst, exercise 
and sleep are subordinate.35 More to the point for our purposes, ‘social 
interest’ is identified as another such root interest, giving rise to more 
specific forms such as sympathy and affection.*6 

While much remains unclear in Hobhouse’s account, it seems safe to 
view his theory as a modified instinctivism. Hobhouse recognises the 
inherent difficulties with a thoroughgoing instinctivist account of person- 
ality and so postulates (and, to be sure, tries to empirically demonstrate) 
a dynamic according to which increasing intelligence is accompanied by 
disassociating basic drives from programmed behaviour, leading to the 
subordination of the drives to root interests. The environment, of course, 
plays a crucial role in determining the conditions under which root 
interests are pursued and satisfied — indeed we will discover that it 
determines which impulses and drives are to thrive and which are to be 
checked — but, in the end, the account remains much closer to the 
instinctivist position than that of any other modern liberal. 


A.3. Interactionist Developmentalism 


Thus far it might seem that in so far as the modern liberal theory of 
man is interactionist it merely represents a sensible compromise between 
the equally untenable radical nature and nurture positions. But as with 
Rousseau, who wrote in the early pages of Emile that ‘[t] he real object 
of our study is man and his environment’,?” things are more complicated, 
and interesting, than that. Rousseau was concerned not just with the 
interaction of human nature and environment, but with man’s natural 
‘impulses’, ‘tendencies’ and ‘faculties’ (we will see later that the tie 
among these is of central importance) which the environment can either 
encourage, leading to their growth, or thwart and stunt. Such an inter- 
actionism I will call developmental, as it focuses on the interaction of 
capacity and environment and, more specifically, on whether the environ- 
ment encourages the growth and development of capacities (for individ- 
uality, social interest and community) or stifles them. 

Rousseau begins Emile by likening the child to a sapling. It may, he 
tells the ‘tender, anxious mother’, either be bent ‘hither and thither’ 
and crushed or deformed, or be watered and bear fruit. This plant 
analogy, central to Rousseau’s conception of development, is a dominat- 
ing theme of the third chapter of Mill’s Liberty and his Subjection of 
Women. Most famous, of course, is Mill’s assertion that ‘Human Nature 
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is not a machine to be built after a model, and set to do exactly the 
work prescribed for it, but a tree, which requires to grow and develope 
[sic] itself on all sides, according to the tendency of inward forces which 
make it a living thing.’38 Bosanquet uses a slightly different analogy in 
his lectures on psychology when he tells us that the ‘soul’ is ‘not a 
ready-made machine working on certain material, but a growth of mat- 
erial more like a process of crystallisation, the material moulding itself 
according to its own affinities and cohesions’.99 But the Rousseauian- 
Millian plant analogy is in a sense superior as it more forcefully brings 
home to us the importance of not only inward forces but environmental 
conditions as well (which, of course, Bosanquet never would have 
wished to belittle). One of the main points of the plant analogy is that 
the characteristics of the mature specimen are a result of the interaction 
of its innate capacities and environment. The environment may either 
encourage a healthy, natural growth or produce ‘artificial’ personalities 
like trees that are ‘clipped into pollards, or cut from the shape of ani- 
mals’. Mill makes this most clear in the Subjection: 


What is now called the nature of women is an eminently artificial 
thing — the result of forced repression in some directions, unnatural 
stimulation in other... [I]n the case of women, a hot-house and 
stove cultivation has always been carried on of some of the capabil- 
ities of their nature, for the benefit and. pleasure of their masters. 
Then, because certain products of the general vital force sprout lux- 
uriantly and reach a great development in this heated atmosphere 
and under this active nurture and watering, while other shoots from 
the same root, which are left outside in the wintry air, with ice pur- 
posely heaped all around them, have a stunted growth, and some are 
burnt off with fire and disappear; men, with that inability to recog- 
nise their own work which distinguishes the unanalytic mind, indol- 
ently believe that the tree grows of itself in the way they have made 
it grow, and that it would die if one half of it were not kept in a 
vapour bath and the other half in the snow.*! 


Mill’s developmentalism, however, is not to be found only in his uses 
of the plant analogy. Indeed, it forms the basis of his reformulation of 
associationist psychology, areformulation which transforms association- 
ism into a very different theory. As is well known, John Stuart’s father, 
James, was ‘the supreme exponent of Associationism’, a geneticist 
theory of mind and personality. Roughly, an associationism such as 
that of James Mill takes as its starting point the susceptibility of men 
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to sensations. After a sensation ceases, as James Mill said, ‘something 
remains’, which we may call a copy or an image of the sensation. 
‘Another name, by which we denote this trace, this copy, of the sensa- 
tion, which remains after the sensation ceases, is EA.’ Ideas, then, 
are things ‘similar’ (in some sense) to sensations; e.g. the idea of a rose 
is similar to the sensations produced by roses. Now, and this gets to 
the centre of the associationist doctrine, ideas can become associated 
in various ways. James Mill argues for two basic modes of association: 
synchronous and successive.4 The former involves sensations that are 
experienced at the same time; if sensation X is experienced with Y, the 
idea of X becomes associated with that of Y. Successive associations, of 
course, derive from sensations that are experienced one after another; 
if sensation Z follows Y, the idea of Y will ‘call up’ that of Z.45 (The 
more that two sensations are experienced either synchronously or suc- 
cessively, or the more ‘vivid’ the sensations, the stronger will be the 
association.) Hence James Mill’s ‘general law of the “Association of 
Ideas” ’: ‘Our ideas spring up, or exist, in the order in which the sensa- 
tions existed, of which they are the copies.’46 

The analysis of motivation closely follows that of intellect. Accord- 
ing to James Mill, sensations can be divided into three classes: the indif- 
ferent, the painful and the pleasurable. ‘The first is of such a kind, that 
I care not whether it is long or short; the second is of such a kind that I 
would put an end to it instantly if I could; the third is of such a kind, 
that I like it prolonged.’47 Like all other sensations, those of pleasure 
and pain leave imprints (ideas): 


My state of consciousness under the sensation I call pain. My state of 
consciousness under the idea of pain, I call, not a pain, but an aver- 
sion. An aversion is the idea of a pain. . . My state of consciousness 
under the sensation, I call a Pleasure: my state of consciousness 
under the idea, that is, the idea itself, I call a Desire. The term “Idea 
of a pleasure”, expresses precisely the same thing as the term, 
Desire.*8 


Motives spring from the fact that we can contemplate the causes of a 
sensation. For example, say that the idea of Y becomes associated with 
the idea of pain; we have, then, an aversion to. Y. But also assume that 
Y always follows X; by the laws of succession, the thought of X will 
call up that of Y. X then will be seen as the cause of pain, and, hence, 
the thought of X produces an anticipation of pain. 
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The anticipation of the future from the passed, is so strong an asso- 
ciation, that, in interesting cases, it is indissoluble. The thought of the 
Cause of a passed painful sensation, is the idea of an antecedent and 
a consequent. The idea of the passed antecedent and consequent is 
instantly followed by that of a future antecedent and consequent; 
and thus the feeling partakes of the nature of the anticipation of a 
future painful sensation.49 


Now some of the time it is our own actions that are the antecedents as- 
sociated with pleasurable or painful sensations. It is in those cases that 
we have a motive for action. That is, we have a motive for doing (or 
abstaining from) some action if we have associated that act with the 
production of pleasurable (or painful) experiences.%° 

J.S. Mill is often taken to be, like his father, an associationist, or, in 
any event, some sort of radical environmentalist. Leslie Stephen, for 
example, concluded that Mill sought ‘to explain differences, even those 
between the sexes, as due to outward circumstances’. More recently, 
Alan Ryan has contended that Mill wants to argue that diversity of per- 
sonalities may well arise from differences in circumstances rather than 
differential capacities.51 J do not wish to deny that Mill sometimes 
sounds very environmentalist indeed (though, of course, as in Liberty 
he sometimes sounds very anti-environmentalist, see §II.C.1). However, 
it needs to be stressed that the younger Mill adopts many positions (e.g. 
the distinction between higher and lower pleasures and his qualified ac- 
ceptance of a self) that, at best, fit uncomfortably into this association- 
ist scheme of things.52 But for our present purposes his most important 
innovation was his contrast between ‘spontaneous’ and ‘artificial’ assoc- 
iations. He was led to this distinction, he tells us, by his feeling that 
associations produced merely by conditioning (i.e. artificial associations) 
were in some sense fragile. Thus he reports that he came to doubt the 
wisdom of relying too heavily upon ‘the old familiar instruments, praise 
and blame, reward and punishment’ to shape character. Not being con- 
nected by ‘any natural tie’ he could not but think ‘there must always be 
something artificial and casual in associations thus produced’.53 In par- 
ticular, Mill thought they could be dissolved by intellectual analysis, 
the aim of which is to ‘separate ideas only casually hung together’. 
In contrast, Mill thinks that some associations do not seem artificial in 
this way but rather harmonise with, and feel congenial to, our nature. 
Such, for example, are our moral feelings; they are not, Mill insists, 
artificial associations simply inculcated by parents and teachers, but 
outgrowths of the unselfish part of our nature. Indeed, Mill goes on to 
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stress that such associations are capable of arising even in the absence of 
any ‘inculcation from without’.5> In this same vein we find Mill point- 
ing to our social feelings as capable ‘in a certain small degree, of spring- 
ing up spontaneously; and susceptible of being brought by cultivation 
to a high degree of development’.5® Hence, although Mill maintains 
that fully developed social and moral feelings are not innate, he does 
see them as natural outgrowths of human capacities, capacities which 
are capable of some spontaneous development. 

Quite obviously, all this is very much in the spirit of interactionist- 
developmentalism rather than geneticism. According to J.S. Mill, to 
understand human personality we need to know men’s natural capac- 
ities, their natural lines of development and the nature of the environ- 
ment in which capacities grow. I don’t think it would be going too far 
to say that the younger Mill is trying here to integrate the insights of 
the plant analogy into James Mill’s associationism, with the consequence 
being a transformation of associationism into a developmental psy- 
chology premised upon the growth of capacities. In the final analysis, 
the tension between his father’s geneticist psychology and the plant 
analogy is resolved in favour of the latter. 

If we are interested in criticisms of Rousseauian plant analogy 
developmentalism we would do better to look to Dewey and Green. 
Dewey was explicitly critical of Rousseau’s depiction of development. 
As we have seen, Dewey embraced a good deal of Rousseau’s theory, 
and in particular its emphasis on the possession by each of differential 
capacities and their dependency upon the environment for growth. He 
objected, however, to what he saw as Rousseau’s belief that our capac- 
ities have natural lines of development which are spontaneously pur- 
sued.5? Although it is certainly arguable that Dewey overestimates the 
role of ‘spontaneous natural development’ in Rousseau’s psychology, 
and, consequently, makes too little of Rousseau’s thoughts on education 
and environment, his objection is by no means entirely misguided. 
Without doubt, Rousseau exhibits a strong devotion to free, natural 
growth, and it is this that Dewey thinks leads to an underemphasising 
of the training and channelling of capacities into useful directions. 
Indeed, this belief as to the central importance of giving meaningful, 
organised expression to basic impulses lies at the heart of his emphasis 
on the formation of ‘habits’ in his later writings on psychology.*® It is 
important to realise that Dewey does not want to deny that natural 
capacities give our nature a distinct bent. What he objects to is any idea 
that capacities have a natural development which they spontaneously 
pursue apart from use and training; depending upon individual and cul- 
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tural environmental experiences, the same power (e.g. speech) can, he 
insists, take many different forms. Now we shall. see later (§C.3) that 
this emphasis on the training and organising of basic capacities and, 
hence, their different manifestations under different environmental 
conditions, allows Dewey’s theory to surmount most of the difficulties 
faced by modern liberals regarding the reconciliation of natural growth 
and the need for discipline. Dewey’s psychology builds learning and or- 
ganisation of capacities into the very idea of development. But he needs 
to be careful here. If the ways in which our capacities grow and are 
manifested are entirely dependent upon cultural and individual environ- 
ment, that is, if, as Dewey sometimes indicates, an impulse can be turned 
in almost any direction, the distinctive feature of the developmental 
position (i.e. that we are naturally more inclined towards some sorts of 
lives than others) is undermined.5? And Dewey clearly does not want 
that, for he retains the Millian language of ‘forcing’ and ‘perverting’ 
capacities. So, although Dewey can quite properly insist on the impor- 
tance of directing, training and organising capacities, he cannot entirely 
do away with the idea that our capacities have some, albeit perhaps quite 
broad, natural lines of development, diversion from which would do 
violence to our nature (see $B.3). 

Although he was not entirely immune to the lure of the plant anal- 
ogy,®! Dewey’s critique of Rousseau indicates that he was not partic- 
ularly happy with it, suggesting as it does that the telos of development 
lies entirely within the individual’s nature. Green too distinguishes 
human from plant development, and along lines with which Dewey pro- 
bably would have had considerable sympathy. Unlike plants and animals, 
Green says, man not only ‘undergoes a process of development’ but 
‘presents to himself a certain possible state of himself, which in the grat- 
ification of the desire he seeks to reach’, Man ‘seeks to, and does, 
develop himself .© For man, unlike plants, life is thus a conscious quest 
for development; our capacities do not merely grow along their natural 
lines but we seek to find ways and means of perfecting our nature. 
Although Dewey’s concern is with education and Green’s with volition, 
both are insisting, as opposed to a strict interpretation of the plant anal- 
ogy, that development is not simply something that naturally happens 
(to us) unless blocked, but that it is fundamentally dependent upon 
human will and direction. 

Such worries notwithstanding, Rousseau-inspired developmentalism 
remains an important position in psychology to this day. It is no less 
true today than when, in 1899, Bosanquet called educational and child- 
hood psychologists Rousseau’s ‘spiritual descendants’, This, of course, 
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is an accurate description of Jean Piaget and Lawrence Kohlberg, upon 
whom, along with Rousseau himself, Rawls draws in his account of 
moral development.“ Like them, Rawls presents a stage-developmental 
account as to how humans develop from a primitive morality based 
upon authority into autonomous moral agents. According to Rawls, the 
child progresses from a ‘morality of authority’ in which moral precepts 
are accepted because they emanate from the imposing and loved parents 
to a ‘morality of association’ which centres on attachments that arise in 
common enterprises. As one’s associates live up to their duties and obli- 
gations, ‘friendly feelings’ develop towards them, and, in turn, these 
feelings lead one to desire to do one’s own part. Finally, when — and if — 
one progresses to the ‘morality of principles’, a devotion to just prin- 
ciples arises. Because, moreover, we and those for whom we care bene- 
fit from just institutions, we develop a desire to apply and act upon the 
corresponding principles. 


Such stage-developmental accounts, and in particular those of Piaget 
and Kohlberg, are interactionist-developmental, all looking ‘at an inter- 
action between intrinsic (nature) and extrinsic (nurture) variables in 
accounting for behavioral development’.© And it certainly seems, look- 
ing at Rawls’s theory, that our moral development depends upon our 
innate capacities for love and fellow feeling and their realisation and 
transformation in response to various forms of association. Furthermore, 
this interpretation is supported by Rawls’s insistence that his laws of 
moral development, which specify the conditions under which one 
progresses from one type of morality to another, ‘are not merely prin- 
ciples of association or of reinforcement’.&” Rather, he says, they are 
based upon a ‘deep psychological fact’, viz. the tendencies of our senti- 
ments of love and friendship to be aroused when others, with manifest 
intention, act for our good. 


It would seem, then, that Rawls’s theory of moral learning relies on 
the development of our innate capacities for love, fellow feeling and a 
sense of justice. However, in his analysis of alternative theories of moral 
learning Rawls appears to refuse to identify himself with this Rousseauian 
developmental tradition. According to Rawls, we can identify two main 
accounts of moral learning. On the one hand is what he calls the ‘empir- 
icist tradition’ according to which ‘the aim of moral training is to supply 
missing motives: the desire to do what is right for its own sake, and the 
desire not to do what is wrong’.© In contrast, says Rawls, the ‘rational- 
istic’ tradition (which I have identified with developmentalism), as ex- 
emplified by Rousseau, Piaget ‘and sometimes J.S. Mill’, holds that 
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[m] oral learning is not so much a matter of supplying missing 
motives as one of the free development of our innate intellectual and 
emotional capacities according to their natural bent ...We have a 
natural sympathy with other persons and an innate susceptibility to 
the pleasures of fellow feeling and self-mastery, and these provide 
the affective basis for the moral sentiments once we have a clear 
grasp of our relations to our associates from an appropriately general 
perspective. Thus this tradition regards the moral feelings as a natural 
outgrowth of a full appreciation of our social nature. 


Given Rawls’s own moral psychology and these characterisations of 
the two traditions, it is more than a little surprising to find him saying 
that he ‘shall not try to assess the relative merits of these two concep- 
tions of moral learning’. Certainly it would seem that his account of 
moral development does indeed view ‘the moral feelings as a natural 
outgrowth of a full appreciation of our social nature’. Rawls appears, 
however, to refrain from identifying himself with the ‘rationalistic’ 
tradition for a least two reasons: (i) his theory stresses the acquisition 
of new motives (4 la the empiricist tradition) and (ii) he does not main- 
tain ‘that the stages of development are innate or determined by psycho- 
logical mechanisms’.7! 

When we look more closely at these reasons, I think we can see that 
neither really entails departure from the ‘rationalist tradition’. Turning 
first to the acquisition of new motives, the difficulty with Rawls’s 
characterisation here is that both traditions are concerned with such 
acquisition. Consider Piaget. Small children, he argues, obey rules 
because they are given by the parents; that is, very young children fol- 
low rules because that is what those in authority command. But when 
a child matures and enters into co-operative ventures with others, 
‘obedience withdraws in favor of the idea of justice and mutual ser- 
vice’.7 The motive for compliance changes, then, from awe of, and 
devotion to, authority to concern with participating in an enterprise 
of equals. The real difference between the enpiricist and rationalist 
accounts in this regard is not whether there is a change in motives — 
of course there is that — but what is the origin of the change. The 
empiricist holds that it is simply a matter of learning whereas the 
rationalist sees such transformations as ultimately founded on the 
growth of our (social) nature, Of course the rationalist need not claim 
that it is purely a matter of maturation; Piaget, for example, insists 
on the importance of co-operative experiences.73 What seems critical 
is whether in some sense the transformation is induced by a realisation 
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of our innate capacities. And from our earlier examinations of Rawls’s 
theory of our natural fellow feeling (§III.C.3) and his moral psychology, 
it appears clear that this is the sort of transformation envisaged by 
Rawls. 

Rawls’s second reason for claiming independence from the ‘rationalist’ 
tradition does not require much comment. If one recalls his initial 
characterisation of the tradition, Rawls did not maintain that one of its 
traits was that ‘the stages of development are innate or determined by 
psychological mechanisms’. Rather, as he put it, its essential feature was 
that moral development ultimately turns on the development of our 
nature. Although, perhaps, a rigid devotion to the plant analogy would 
indicate that the stages of development must be invariable and innate, a 
more flexible Dewey-like position would have no difficulty in accom- 
modating the idea that our powers may grow in different ways depend- 
ing upon our experiences and education. Since, then, the ‘innateness’ of 
the stages of growth doesnot seem an inherent feature of a developmental 
position, its absence in Rawls does not separate him from the tradition.” 
And, all things considered, it does indeed seem correct to say that 
Rawls’s psychology, and in particular his moral psychology, turns on the 
growth of ‘men’s natural sentiments of unity and fellow feeling’.75 

We might observe, finally, that three somewhat different under- 
standings of development seem to inform these modern liberal dis- 
cussions. (i) The Millian-Rousseauian plant analogy seems premised on 
a notion of maturation very much on the model of the relation of seed 
to developed plant: what exists as a potentiality is progressively realised 
throughout the course of a life. This notion of development”® relates 
easily to the modern liberal emphasis on the cultivation of capacities in 
complex and refined ways (§I1.C.1): like a plant, the capacity matures 
by developing an increasingly complex structure. (ii) When modern 
liberals talk of the development of ‘social capacities’ like fellow feeling, 
however, they seem to have in mind more of an increase in intensity 
and scope than of complexity in organisation. When Mill, for instance, 
refers to the development of our social feelings (§III.C.3), he really 
appears to mean that we will experience social feelings more strongly 
and in relation to a wider body of people. (iii) Lastly, as with Piaget’s 
stage-developmental account, development implies a transformation 
of certain sentiments/outlooks into others. In the hands of Rawls (to 
the extent he actually does follow Piaget), this sort of development is 
essentially the unfolding of social feelings from more ‘primitive’ to 
‘advanced’ (and universal in scope) manifestations (thus, it would seem, 
drawing on (i) and (ii) above). 
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B. Strong Developmentalism 


B.1. Strong and Weak Developmentalism 


Piaget’s account of moral development is concerned with the growth of 
our innate capacities and the environmental conditions that promote 
development from a ‘heteronomous’ to an ‘autonomous’ morality. Pre- 
sumably, if the proper sort of parental attitudes and peer group exper- 
iences are not forthcoming, development will not proceed to as high a 
level as it might. But in general such stifled persons are not Piaget’s 
main concern. Apparently they get stuck at a lower level of morality 
and this is pretty much all there is to be said. In contrast, an inter- 
actionist such as Freud concentrates on those who fail to develop.77 
Indeed, the crux of Freudian psychology is that pathologies accompany 
such arrested development. Not only does Freud acknowledge the pos- 
sibility that an individual may fail to successfully advance from, for 
example, the oral through the genital stages, but he also identifies the 
consequences of such incomplete development.78 Rousseau in a way 
does something broadly similar, but rather than concentrate upon the 
effects of arrested growth, Rousseau’s main concern is with deflected, 
or what Mill would call ‘artificial’, growth. Pushing individuals into lives 
that ill suit their natures, Rousseau tells us, produces fragile personal- 
ities: ‘while the conditions remain the same, habits, even the least 
natural of them, hold good; but change the conditions, habits vanish, 
nature reasserts herself? .79 ; 
This suggests a distinction between what I will call weak and strong 
developmentalism. A weak developmental theory, let us say, is one 
which depicts a natural line of development, or asserts that our natures 
tend to develop in some ways rather than others, and which also ac- 
knowledges that, depending on environmental conditions, natural devel- 
opment may or may not occur. It does not, however, tell us whether 
pathologies or instability will arise as the consequence of unnatural or 
arrested growth. A strong developmental theory, then, takes this 
extra step: it adds to a theory of ‘natural’ development an analysis of 
‘unnatural’ development. Although significant in itself, we will see in 
Part Two that this distinction is important for the attempt to derive 
political prescriptions from a theory of human nature. A weak develop- 
mental theory, to be sure, has some normative force as it depicts a line 
of growth to which our nature inclines and, so, can make an appeal 
that such development is man’s natural destiny and so should be pur- 
sued. Of course, man may have an evil or unruly nature, and our aim (as 
Mill describes that of a Calvinist) may well be to prevent natural growth. 
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But it does seem that if we start by presenting a relatively attractive end 
state (e.g. a personality structure) and then add that this end state is 
the consequence of our natural line of growth, we have strengthened 
our original case that this is the end to be pursued. Such appeals to na- 
ture, I think, are not without their force. But a strong developmental 
theory can be much more compelling. Not only can it possess all the 
normative force of a weak developmental account, but it can point out 
a wide range of obviously dire consequences stemming from not pur- 
suing that course. Such, at any rate, is the modern liberal strategy. 
Conjoined to their depiction of natural growth, I will argue, is an analy- 
sis of the unnatural, thus making the modern liberal theory of man a 
strong developmental theory. 


B.2. Happiness, Pleasure and Development 


Before turning directly to the more obviously pathological, however, 
I would like to consider an issue that seems to lie on the border between 
weak and strong developmentalism: viz. whether a ‘natural’ develop- 
ment makes one happy (or is pleasurable) and whether unnatural or 
stunted growth makes one unhappy (or is painful). Mill would seem the 
most obvious candidate for an intimate link between development and 
pleasure. At least as Sidgwick understood him, Mill proffers a psycho- 
logical hedonism, asserting as he does in Utilitarianism ‘that there is in 
reality nothing desired except happiness’ which, he says, means pleasure 
or the absence of pain. And on this psychological hedonist reading, 
it is only our own happiness that we ultimately desire. If Mill is a 
psychological hedonist, and if he maintains — as he certainly does — 
that we desire our development, development must lead to (or be as- 
sociated with) pleasure. And Mill does assert such a link. I have already 
pointed out in the second chapter (§II.B.1) that he thought the cult- 
ivation of social interest essential to happiness; in Utilitarianism he also 
makes it clear that happiness accompanies the development of our 
higher nature. Although, he says, ‘A being of higher faculties requires 
more to make him happy, is capable probably of more acute suffering, 
is certainly accessible to it at more points, than one of the inferior 
type’, he is also, ultimately, happier. ‘Whoever supposes that this pre- 
ference [for higher pleasures] takes place at a sacrifice of happiness — 
that the superior being, in anything like equal circumstances, is not the 
happier than the inferior — confounds the two very different ideas, of 
happiness, and content.’®! 

But while Mill clearly thinks the quest for development coincident 
with the pursuit of happiness, it seems doubtful that he can be ade- 


B. Strong Developmentalism 133 


quately described as a psychological hedonist. Even in Utilitarianism, 
probably the work in which Mill is the most hedonistic (both ethically 
and psychologically), he introduces elements alien to psychological 
hedonism. For our purposes at the moment, the most important of 
these is that ‘powerful principle of human nature’, ‘the desire to be in 
unity with our fellow creatures’.82 Although, as we have seen, Mill 
does not want to say that fully developed social and moral feelings 
are natural, he nevertheless contends that we have a natural inclina- 
tion towards them. Now if we do indeed have such natural aims and 
desires, even if they be only embryonic ones, it is hard to see how it can 
be said that, ultimately, all our desires either are for happiness or stem 
from the desire for happiness. Admittedly, we may be happy when we 
have attained such unity, but on Mill’s account the natural, ultimate 
desire is for unity, not happiness. It is important to stress in this regard 
that Mill does not treat the desire for unity with our fellows, as he does 
moral virtues, as a desire which is now independent but originally was 
desired because it was a means to pleasure and, through association, 
became conjoined with the idea of pleasure. It is a desire that arises 
directly out of our nature. (Indeed, Mill’s account of moral learning 
seems to depend upon the desire for unity not being one which is! 
merely learned, for it is the natural feeling upon which his account 
builds.83) In any event, in works like On Liberty and The Subjection of 
Women Mill adopts a psychological position that has very little to do 
with hedonism. As we saw earlier, in these works Mill postulates a drive 
to realise our capacities and, while he is clear that successful cultivation 
and the happy life are closely bound, the ultimate aim is to grow, not 
to be happy. 

It needs to be emphasised that I am not denying that Mill thinks 
development and happiness go together — he clearly thinks they do. 
Rather my point is that he often conceives of development as not 
just a means to pleasure or happiness but as something desired in itself. 
If so, this supports what seemed to be Green’s belief that Mill was mov- 
ing away from hedonism towards some form of self-realisation theory.4 
However, Mill is always insistent that even if we do not aim at happi- 
ness, the pursuit of development does not require its sacrifice. Now 
(assuming for the moment that Mill’s theory really equates happiness 
with pleasure and the absence of pain) in a self-realisationist theory 
such as Green’s the relation between development and pleasure is much 
more complex. In opposition to psychological hedonism, Green insists 
that our aim is not pleasure but the life in which our capacities will be 
fully realised. But, he adds, ‘because, in such self-conscious beings 
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as we are, a desire for their realisation goes along with the presence of 
the capacities, .. . the form of conscious life in which this desire shall 
be satisfied is looked. forward to as pleasant’.85 Hence, according to 
Green, ‘since there is pleasure in all realisation of capacity, the life in 
which human capacities should be fully realised would necessarily be 
a pleasant life’.8° However, and this is the important point, according 
to Green, we have no guarantee that some other, less fulfilling life will 
not be more pleasurable. While, he says, one who perfects his soul 
certainly experiences pleasure, the pleasure he experiences is ‘not 
necessarily a greater amount than he has to forgo’ in order to make his 
contribution to human perfection.87 

Pleasure, then, will accompany the realisation of our capacities, 
but the pursuit of pleasure and the perfection of our nature will not 
always coincide. Interestingly, at one point Bosanquet suggests that this 
lack of coincidence stems from a flaw in nearly all our natures. ‘Rare 
and gifted minds’, he says, may be able to do just what pleases them 
and yet be led to the valuable (and, to Bosanquet, ‘values are the de- 
velopment of capacities’); ‘natural man’, in contrast, is certain to go 
wrong in doing so.88 Indeed, all things considered, it would seem that 
the tie between pleasures and satisfaction of human nature is even looser 
in Bosanquet than in Green. But it certainly does not dissolve: pleasure 
continues to be related to the satisfaction and expansion of self while, 
conversely, pain — ‘a. felt contradiction’ — results from discord. When 
activities are blocked by external impediments — or presumably when 
there is inner conflict — pain, ie. felt contradiction, manifests itself. 
Bosanquet thus ascribes pleasure and pain complementary roles in 
directing us towards satisfaction of our natures. Pleasure encourages us 
to persist in successful, unobstructed activity while pain alerts us to 
obstructions and contradictions and, so, in a different way, spurs us to 
act. Again, merely because something is pleasurable is not sufficient 
reason to conclude that it satisfies our nature; and pain may be neces- 
sary to achieve a satisfaction. (What Bosanquet calls an easy pleasure, 
for example, is an attempt to avoid contradictions — pains — rather 
than resolving them, a path along which satisfaction does not lie.) 
Nevertheless, like Green, Bosanquet clearly thinks pleasure and pain to 
be rough guideposts to satisfaction of our nature.8° 

If we take Mill at his word, then, and assume that for him happiness 
meant pleasure and the absence of pain, we observe a loosening of the 
link between pleasure and development as we move from Mill to the 
idealists. Apparently, being a psychological hedonist at least some of 
the time and a developmentalist at others, Mill wants to argue that the 
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pursuit of pleasure and development coincide. Our idealists, seeing 
themselves as anti-hedonists, refuse to accept such a coincidence but 
continue to believe the two connected. However, happiness is often 
distinguished from pleasure, and when it is, it becomes less certain that 
Mill’s and Green’s positions even-differ this much. In the Prolegomena 
Green distinguishes ‘true happiness’ from pleasure; true happiness, he 
tells us, lies not in an unbroken train of pleasures but in the realisation 
of the object of one’s various interests.%° Hobhouse too makes a distinc- 
tion between pleasure and happiness, arguing that particular feelings 
of harmony are pleasurable but an achievement of a deep and wide 
harmony yields happiness.2! Although their emphases are different, 
both Green and Hobhouse are describing happiness in terms of the sat- 
isfaction of the organised self, its enduring interests, its capacities, 
etc., ie. self-realisation. Rawls, I think, proffers a similar understanding 
of happiness in terms that seem less foreign:to us today when describ- 
ing a happy man as one whose rational plan of life is being success- 
fully executed.92 Understanding happiness in these ways, as accom- 
panying self-realisation or the execution of a plan of life, thus seems 
essentially to perceive happiness as turning on the development of one’s 
nature (see §1.D.1). It seems very likely that this is Mill’s position. 
Although, as I have said, he did assert an equation between pleasure and 
happiness, his distinction between higher and lower pleasures and his 
insistence that happiness does not entail contentment but rather is 
consistent with a struggle for excellence and nobility, strongly suggest, 
as A.D. Lindsay concluded, that for Mill happiness is not the same as 
pleasure.93 Like Green, Hobhouse, Rawls and Dewey™ it would seem 
that Mill sees the happy life, more than anything else, as the life of the 
properly developed person. 


B.3. Pathologies 


According to Rawls’s Aristotelian Principle, men are naturally inclined 
to develop their capacities in complex and refined ways (SLC.2). 
However, the principle describes ‘a tendency and not an invariable 
pattern of choice, and like all tendencies it may be overridden. Counter- 
vailing inclinations can inhibit the development of realized capacity and 
the preference for more complex activities.?95 But while acknowledging 
in true developmentalist fashion that natural inclinations can be defeat- 
ed, Rawls also indicates that activities failing to satisfy the Aristotelian 
Principle ‘are likely to seem dull and flat, and give us no feeling of 
competence or a sense that they are worth doing’.9 Furthermore, 
Rawls maintains that the development of our capacities in complex 
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and refined ways supports a sense of self-worth or self-respect. Indeed, 
along with being appreciated by those we esteem and whose association 
we enjoy (an aspect of social interest, see $II.B.2), Rawls points to 
satisfaction of the Aristotelian Principle as one of the two main condi- 
tions for self-respect. And the consequences of not securing self-respect 
are indeed dire: ‘Without it nothing may seem worth doing, or if some 
things have value for us, we lack the will to strive for them. All desire 
and activity becomes empty and vain, and we sink into apathy and 
cynicism.” 

Rawls’s account of the dynamics of the Aristotelian Principle, 
however, is ambiguous as to whether (i) the pathologies result only if 
we have developed our natural preference for complex and refined act- 
ivities but have not constructed an adequate plan of life or whether 
(ii) he who has had his very capacity for the Aristotelian Principle de- 
feated will also experience these dire side-effects. In the first case our 
nature is asserting itself — we desire the complex and refined activities 
— but our life plan is not satisfactory; in the second instance our very 
desire for complexity has been defeated. Both sorts of cases occur in 
Mill’s writings. On the one hand, he is concerned with individuals 
whose nature is indeed asserting itself but is being blocked or deflected 
by social pressures, customs, etc. This, for example, is the case with the 
nature of some women who, according to Mill, are ‘schooled’ into 
preventing their capacities and energies from being manifested ‘in 
their most natural and healthy direction, but the internal principle 
remains, in a different outward form. An active and energetic mind, if 
denied liberty, will seek for power: refused the command of itself, it 
will assert its personality by attempting to control others.°8 But it 
is clear that Mill also believes that in many, the stifling of their nature 
has been even more successful. Hence in Liberty he writes of those who 
‘by dint of not following their own nature .. . have no nature to fol- 
low: their human capacities are withered and starved’. 

We can identify, then, two sorts of pathological conditions: (i) 
where the person’s nature is thoroughly repressed or stifled and (ii) 
in which the impulse persists but is deflected into pathological direc- 
tions. When referring to the first case, ie. those who have ‘no nature 
left to follow’, Mill typically maintains that it results in lethargy and 
apathy: ‘They become incapable of any strong wishes and native 
pleasures.’ In a similar vein, Hobhouse contends that ‘[b] y accommoda- 
tion to a servile order once firmly established men may lose all moral 
energy, [and] take things as they find them’! As Hobhouse in- 
dicates, underlying this sort of analysis is an energy model of personal- 
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ity and development. According to this model we naturally possess im- 
pulses that drive us in certain directions; if these are somehow rooted 
out, we are left without energy (impulse) and so sink into servility, 
lethargy, apathy, etc. Now this same model can be used to account 
for the second sort of pathological condition. Dewey in fact suggests 
just this when writing of ‘cooped-up sentiment which is expanded 
upon itself . . . Each impulse is a demand for an object which will 
enable it to function. Denied an object in reality it tends to create one 
in fancy, as pathology shows.’!°! Dewey concurs with Mill in analysing 
the ‘will to power’ as the consequence of a frustrated impulse that 
‘bursts into flower’. Over-specialisation and monotonous lives also 
appear to block impulses but in these cases Dewey maintains that the 
consequence is a pathological pleasure-seeking in an attempt to gain 
some outlets for impulses and capacities not manifested in ordinary 
activity 10 

Unlike Mill’s, Dewey’s energy model apparently does not admit of a 
complete rooting out of impulse. ‘Suppression’, he says, ‘is not annihila- 
tion. “Psychic”’ energy is no more capable of being abolished than the 
forms we recognize as physical.’!03 Hobhouse is more cautious. While 
generally agreeing that a suppressed impulse persists as a source of inner 
conflict, he is willing to acknowledge the possibility that ‘persistent 
repression’ may perhaps extinguish it, though he quickly adds that 
‘contemporary psychology sees reason to think that even so it is either 
apt to emerge again in another form, or to become the centre of a deep- 
seated division operating below the threshold of our conscious life with 
ill effect psychological or physical’.1* The relation of this sort of 
theory of psychic energy to Freudian psychology is fairly obvious, 
and was recognised by Hobhouse.1% The possibility of contrasts and 
comparisions between Freud’s and Dewey’s psychologies are part- 
icularly rich, but it seems pretty certain that Dewey’s ‘impulse’ is in 
many ways like Freud’s ‘drive’ (Trieb) and that they both maintain that 
the inhibition of an impulse/drive is the root of pathologies.1°6 More- 
over, as we will see a little later, Dewey, again like Freud, identifies an 
alternative to simply expressing or repressing one’s impulses, and in 
doing so offers one of the most sophisticated modern liberal accounts 
of discipline. 

Thus far I have said little about our idealists, Green and Bosanquet, 
and all things considered it must be acknowledged that they do not 
say a great deal about specific pathologies, like the love of power or 
lethargy. However, as we have seen, they did develop an elaborate 
theory about the relation of pleasure and pain to self-realisation. More 
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importantly, though, what is often overlooked is that at the very heart 
of their political theory is an analysis of the consequences of checking 
capacity. Although today we tend to understand the distinction be- 
tween negative and positive freedom in fairly formal ways, e.g. as the 
difference between ‘freedom from’ and ‘freedom to’, it is important to 
realise that for Green and Bosanquet it centred on a conception of hu- 
man nature.!07 Green’s ultimate justification for using ‘freedom’ in 
what he acknowledged to be a metaphorical sense was that the ‘feeling 
of oppression, which always goes along with the consciousness of un- 
fulfilled possibilities, will always give meaning to the representation of 
the effort after any kind of self-improvement as a demand for “‘free- 
dom”’.”108 Bosanquet follows Green here, not only quoting this sentence, 
but adding that the narrow personality, i.e. the man who wills ‘narrow 
and partial desires’ (see §1.D.3) ‘feels choked and oppressed’ even by 
their fulfilment, ‘like one lost in a blind alley which grows narrower and 
narrower’. Moreover, Bosanquet relates his theory of freedom to Rous- 
seauian developmentalism, telling us that Rousseau’s theory of human 
development is not only central to child psychology but is also ‘closely 
akin to the question of liberty’. It thus seems mistaken to interpret 
either Green or Bosanquet as simply arguing that (positive) freedom con- 
sists in possessing the means to develop, or even that we are free just 
because we are following our higher or truer or rational self (§V.B.3). 
Rather, the argument is that in developing one’s nature, one is freed 
from the sense of oppression that accompanies the awareness of un- 
realised possibilities. 

My concern here is not so much whether it is enlightening to des- 
cribe the demand for self-improvement as a call for freedom, but to 
emphasise that the entire account is premised on the thesis that we 
desire the realisation of our capacities and feel oppressed when they are 
not being developed. However, the association of this oppression with 
the idea of ‘positive freedom’, with its suggestion — at least for us to- 
day — of the necessity of opportunities (hence the ‘positive’) as well as 
the absence of restraints (‘negative liberty’), does serve to highlight an 
important point about pathological development. Impulses can go un- 
satisfied, and thus pathologies manifest themselves, not only because 
they are blocked by some impediment but also because the environment 
does not provide opportunities for their realisation. Dewey in particular 
made much of this source of pathologies. In Individualism — Old and 
New, for example, he argued that American society, because of its lack 
of a sense of community, was characterised by an excessive, indeed 
pathological, habit of joining groups. He also saw excessive ‘philanthropy’ 
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and ‘generosity’ as attempts to find expression for aspects of human 
nature ignored by the existing ‘economic regime’.!!0 This line of argu- 
ment has obvious potential as a support for ‘new liberal’ proposals for 
economic reorganisation: if healthy growth not only requires the liberty 
endorsed by Mill in the third chapter of Liberty, but also a communi- 
tarian, co-operative social order, then it can indeed be plausibly argued 
that the social and economic policies of the new liberalism are simply 
the fuller realisation of those ideals upon which the demand for (neg- 
ative) liberty itself is premised. Nevertheless, the modern liberal needs 
to be cautious here. One of the features of interactionist theories is 
that they accord the environment and learning a large role in determin- 
ing just how capacities are to be manifested. We saw at the outset of 
the chapter that even an instinctivist like McDougall had to acknow- 
ledge a considerable role for learning in this regard. And of course 
Dewey, who so emphasises this ‘absence of outlets’ argument, is also 
the modern liberal who is most insistent that impulses do not have 
natural manifestations but must be trained (§A.3). If so, it would seem 
that he — and modern liberals in general — must allow considerable 
flexibility as to what opportunities are required for the healthy mani- 
festation of impulses. Of course much the same can be said of 
restraints; but if we have in mind, for instance, marital arrangements in 
which one ‘partner’ is a dependent and subject to another, we would 
seem to have a much clearer case of stifling impulses than Dewey’s 
instance of a social structure that does not elicit social feelings. In the 
latter instance it is not hard to imagine alternative outlets for the capa- 
city (indeed Dewey does so, but he depicts as pathological such outlets 
as group joining), whereas, in the case of despotic marital relations, it 
is much more difficult to see how stifling can be avoided. No doubt 
these are differences of degree, admitting of all sorts of intermediate 
cases, but it still seems that as the argument moves from presence of 
restraints to absence of outlets it becomes increasingly problematic. 


C. The Problem of Discipline 


I have provided only a sketch of modern liberal accounts of pathologies; 
throughout their writings are references to barred activities, repressed 
impulses, stifled capacities, etc., which, it is said, are the source of a 
multitude of manifestly undesirable character traits. Rather than at- 
tempting to provide a complete account of the entire range of pathol- 
ogies they discuss — something that itself would require a chapter — I 
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have tried to give some idea of the model of personality underlying these 
accounts, one based on capacity qua impulse that, if blocked, is very 
likely to turn up elsewhere in some pathological form. This is clearly 
the model of personality being drawn upon by Mill, Hobhouse and 
Dewey. However, I will argue below (§C.4) that Rawls just as clearly 
does not employ such a model; rather than viewing, as Dewey put it, 
a ‘potentiality’ as a ‘potency’ or ‘force’,!41 we will see that Rawls 
conceives of them more as opportunities — not demands — for develop- 
ment. 

Things are less clear with our two idealists, especially Green. As we 
just saw, Green talks of our realised and unrealised ‘possibilities’, sug- 
gesting they are (as with Rawls) more opportunities for development 
than demands of our nature which require satisfaction. Moreover, as 
Peter Gordon and John White have pointed out, in contrast to later 
self-realisationists like Edmond Holmes, Green puts great weight on the 
way that social institutions shape our interests and lines of growth,!!2 . 
again perhaps suggesting that we are endowed with a great many pos- 
sibilities for development that can be shaped by the environment rather 
than a nature that demands satisfaction of innate impulses and ten- 
dencies. While I do not wish to deny that Green, and probably Bosan- 
quet too, is susceptible to differing interpretations on this score (and I 
certainly to not want to deny that Green places a great deal of weight 
on social influences) there nevertheless are sound reasons for concluding 
that Green conceives of our nature as a good deal more assertive than 
the simple ‘possibilities for development’ interpretation would suggest. 
For one thing, it is certain that both Green’s and Bosanquet’s psychol- 
ogies rely on an impulse to self-realisation or coherence. So even if they 
do not see every capacity as an impulse, or as giving rise to a demand 
for satisfaction, they still adopt the idea that we have an impulse to 
develop our capacities that presumably can be blocked.1!3 Hence the 
feeling of oppression that is said to accompany awareness of unrealised 
possibilities. But I think we can even go further than this and say that, 
like Mill, Hobhouse and Dewey, Bosanquet and Green believe that we 
possess a multiplicity of impulses, each of which requires some form of 
satisfaction. Bosanquet, for example, favourably quotes Froebel to just 
this effect, referring to ‘a human education by the appropriate training 
of the productive or active impulses’.“+ Whether we say that Green 
adopts a similar position would seem to turn largely on which of two 
opposing interpretations of his theory of self-realisation we adopt. In 
the first chapter (§1.B), I distinguished between the view which con- 
tends that Green’s ideal of self-realisation concerns only the ‘higher’, 
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rational self, and what I saw as the superior view, that which under- 
stands his theory to concern the self-as-a-whole. If we follow out this 
second interpretation, ‘instinctive’ tendencies, which Green acknow- 
ledges we possess, must play a part in human development. To be sure, 
human development for Green could not be merely the development of 
such instinctive tendencies, for that would be a purely ‘animal’ develop- 
ment that accords no role for human reason and will — a view that we 
have already seen that Green rejects (§IV.A.3).145 But when Green 
tells us that self-satisfaction is not to be found in following natural im- 
pulses and desires he does not mean, as he is often taken to mean, that 
these have no place in self-realisation: 


But though the natural impulses of the will are thus the work of 
the self-realising principle in us, it is not in their gratification that 
this principle can find the satisfaction which is only to be found in 
the consciousness of becoming perfect, of realising what it has it 
in itself to be. In order to [make] any approach to this satisfaction 
of itself the self-realising principle must carry its work farther. It 
must overcome the ‘natural impulses’, not in the sense of either ex- 
tinguishing them or denying them an object, but in the sense of fus- 
ing them with those higher interests, which have human perfection in 
some of its forms for their object.116 


Now to the extent modern liberals (again, with the exception of 
Rawls) employ a model of personality according to which we possess 
innate impulses or tendencies that require some form of satisfaction — 
denial of which produces pathologies — they are faced with a funda- 
mental problem. It will be recalled that in the first chapter (§1.D.4), I 
argued that our modern liberals appeared caught in a dilemma: they 
support the widest possible development of the nature of each but also 
insist on the need for specialisation and discipline. We now see that this 
dilemma is even more serious than it first seemed. ‘One-sided’ develop- 
ment precludes the satisfaction of some aspects of our nature. But, being 
strong developmentalists, modern liberals do not believe that these 
unsatisfied capacities merely lie dormant.117 They are, we are told, 
deflected into pathological channels or lead to feelings of oppression. 
Hence Bosanquet’s argument (§1.D.3), that the attempt to achieve a 
coherent personality by narrowing is ultimately damaging: ‘of what is 
extruded something refuses to be suppressed and forms a nucleus of 
rebellion’.48 Or at a minimum, those like Mill tell us that if a capacity 
is really repressed, vital energy is sapped, issuing in other sorts of patho- 
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ological characters. Nevertheless, whatever their affinities to some 
brands of romanticism, modern liberals do not think we can avoid spec- 
ialisation nor do they believe that men are by nature thoroughly good, 
thus precluding the presence of bad capacities that need tobe controlled. 
Despite his reference to: Froebel, it seems unlikely that Bosanquet 
would have followed him in asserting that all that is bad in man stems 
from repression, so that the development of the good man is really a 
quest to uncover the original, good, side of human nature.119 As Bosan- 
quet sees it, ‘Most people will admit there is a great deal which must be 
burned out of us’.120 Again (as we saw in §1.D.4), this is no mere idio- 
syncracy of idealism. Even Mill in Liberty, certainly his strongest ode to 
human nature, expresses the importance of combining ‘Christian self- 
denial with a devotion to human development. And in a slight modifi- 
cation of the standard plant analogy, Mill argues in his essay on ‘Nature’ 
that ‘weeds dispute the ground’ with the nobler aspects of human 
nature, thus requiring (as it were) a gardener to encourage the good and 
pull up (or at least discourage) the bad.12! 

The dilemma for modern liberals would thus seem to be a real one: 
they believe that interference with the development of natural impulses/ 
capacities is the root of pathologies, yet they remain sufficiently com- 
mitted to the Christian concept of man to think that some capacities 
ought to be prevented from expressing themselves. Having generally 
sensed this difficulty, they have proposed three main solutions; let us 
consider each, moving from the least to the most adequate. 


C1. The First Solution: Self-discipline 


It has been said of Green that, in contrast to Freud, he failed to grasp 
the possibilities of psychological damage of discipline and repression.122 
That seems too far reaching, for as I have said, Green’s theory of posi- 
tive freedom is premised on the sense of oppression that is said to ac- 
company unrealised capacities. However, it does seem true that neither 
Green nor Bosanquet, for that matter, worries much about the individual 
who renounces impulses and desires inconsistent with his higher develop- 
ment.!23 Indeed, central to Green’s outlook is the belief that self- 
imposed discipline leads to a moral development which is the heart of 
a realised personality. Hobhouse, operating within this tradition, is 
explicit in identifying self-imposed discipline as a solution to the problem 
of discipline. In his chapter in Liberalism on the ‘Heart of Liberalism’, 
he tells us that ‘[t] he foundation of liberty is the idea of growth.’ But, 
he goes on, this brings us ‘to the real crux, the question of moral dis- 
cipline’. 
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[I]t is of course possible to reduce-a man to order and prevent him 
from being a nuisance to his neighbours by arbitrary control and 
harsh punishment. This may be to the comfort of the neighbours, as 
is admitted, but regarded as a moral discipline it is a contradiction in 
terms. It is doing less than nothing for the character of the man him- 
self. It is merely crushing him, and unless his will is killed the effect 
will be seen if ever the superincumbent pressure is removed. It is 
also possible, though it takes a much higher skill, to teach the same 
man to discipline himself, and this is to foster the development of 
will, of personality, of self control, or whatever we please to call that 
central harmonizing power which makes us capable of directing our 
own lives.1%4 


Mill was attracted to a similar sort of analysis. In his Principles of Politi- 
cal Economy he argues that being prevented from doing as one is in- 
clined or sees as desirableto do not only is always irksome but tends pro 
tanto to stifle the development of some bodily or mental capacities. 
But, he adds, it only partakes of the ‘degradation of slavery’ if the indi- 
vidual conscience does not freely accept it.!25 Since slavery or lack of 
independence is associated in Mili’s other writings with pathologies (e.g. 
lack of self-respect, lethargy, love of power, envy),!26 he seems to be 
suggesting here that restraint without pathologies can only be had if the 
restrained individual freely acknowledges the justice or rightness of the 
restraint. (A slightly weaker requirement than self-discipline, but I shall 
not distinguish them.) Hence, Mill argues that although being held to 
‘rigid rules of justice’ helps develop the social sentiments ($V.D), to be 
restrained simply because another desires it ‘developes [sic] nothing 
valuable, except such force of character as may unfold itself in resist- 
ing the restraint. If acquiesced in, it dulls and blunts the whole na- 
ture,?127 

As Hobhouse stresses, self-control and self-discipline are fundamental 
to the liberal vision of free, responsible agents pursuing their ends with- 
in the framework of law and morality. But while recognising this, we 
still need be cognizant of two difficulties with self-control as a way of 
reconciling discipline with the modern liberals’ account of pathological, 
unnatural development. First, it does not seem to accord well with the 
energy model which, I argued, underlies the modern liberal theory of 
pathologies. If capacities are to be viewed as impulses, even self- 
discipline requires that an impulse (qua bad capacity) be blocked or 
deflected. And if this energy is not allowed to express itself along the 
natural path(s), it would seem that it must go ‘subterranean’ and, so, 
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result in pathologies. Or, if self-control somehow could root out impulses, 
then the problem of lethargy would seem to arise.128 


Now it might be replied here that the energy model is only a heur- 
istic device, and if at some point it is incompatible with the theory, 
that only shows the limitations of the device and not difficulties with 
the theory. Leaving aside, however, the question whether some sort of 
energy thesis might not be essential to make sense of the theory of 
pathologies (thus making the energy model far more than a heuristic 
device), a second problem still remains. If the presence or absence of 
pathologies turns simply on whether the restrictions are imposed upon, 
or imposed by (or accepted by), the restrained individuals, it would 
seem that indoctrination into servile modes of life could produce highly 
‘artifical’ (i.e. dependent, slave-like) but non-pathological individuals. 
This problem is especially important for Mill as it goes directly to the 
heart of his analysis of female personalities. According to his account in 
the Subjection, women have been schooled to see themselves as men 
want them to be, a schooling that generally has been highly successful. 
To be sure, Mill’s remarks on restraints and justice (quoted above) do 
provide grounds for saying that if a woman acquiesces to the pursuit 
of the ideal even though she thinks it wrong or improper, it will blunt 
her nature. But even conceding this, it does not address the case in 
which a woman is convinced that the ideal is right and proper and, 
therefore, disciplines herself accordingly. Presumably this is an instance 
of truly successful indoctrination. If Mill is to avoid the conclusion — as 
it seems manifestly clear that he wants to — that this sort of self- 
discipline is psychologically just like moral self-discipline and, therefore, 
non-pathological, he needs a more elaborate theory of discipline, one 
that can distinguish between harmful and benign self-discipline. 


C.2. The Second Solution: The Repressible and the Irrepressible 


Such a distinction can be found in some of Hobhouse’s writings. We 
saw above in §A.2 that Hobhouse distinguishes impulses from root 
interests, the latter being some sort of grouping of more specific im- 
pulses. Root interests, he argues, ‘singly or in combination underlie 
and direct the course of life, and however frustrated or even ignored 
belong to and remain in the constitution of the individual’.!29 These 
clearly cannot be repressed without serious pathologies. Perhaps they 
cannot really be repressed at all. In contrast, Hobhouse takes a more 
flexible attitude towards impulses: he is willing to admit that we might 
have bad impulses that require repression. Although always insisting 
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that the repression of any important impulse would have some path- 
ological consequences, and thus could at best be a necessary evil, Hob- 
house nonetheless acknowledges that repression is possible. And both 
root interests and impulses are to be contrasted with temporary desires, 
which can be suppressed without doing violence to our basic nature.!5° 

The trichotomy of root interest/impulse/temporary desire provides 
Hobhouse with a basis for arguing that any discipline — imposed 
from either without or within — that seeks to repress root interests 
will do great violence to our nature and is thus to be avoided. And this 
apparently would preclude the self-discipline of women to conform to 
the traditional ideal of feminine personality, which, presumably, at- 
tempts to stifle the root interest of self-regard and the even more fund- 
amental impulse of self-assertiveness, ‘the common impulse of mind... 
to assert itself, fulfil its capacities, execute its purposes’.13! Moreover, 
and this is an important point, because Hobhouse’s psychology post- 
ulates only a small number of root interests, it is plausible to argue that 
to some extent all can be satisfied. And because he also asserts that in 
themselves no root interests are bad (though they may be developed in 
certain ‘anti-social ways’, as with self-interest leading to antipathy), 
Hobhouse’s account of root interests avoids the problem of discipline. 
As far as root interests are concerned, we can all be truly well-rounded, 
developing all aspects of our nature. In radical contrast to root interests, 
temporary desires can be repressed, at least by oneself, with apparently 
no pathological consequences. On Hobhouse’s analysis, then, the prob- 
lematic case concerns impulses. Their repression does indeed have bad 
consequences but, at least according to Hobhouse, if an impulse con- 
flicts with the satisfaction of the wider part of our nature, its repression 
might be necessary. Again, he believes that self-repression is superior to 
an imposed one as it promotes the development of a conception of the 
good,!*2 but he generally does not try to avoid the conclusion that even 
this sort of self-repression is indeed an evil, to be justified only if neces- 
sary for the wider satisfaction of our nature. This, then, is the point 
behind Hobhouse’s insistence that we should harmonise all that is 
capable of harmony and that no ineradicable element should be left 
frustrated, although it might be necessary to suppress refractory im- 
pulses. 133 


C.3. The Third Solution: Sublimation 


Hobhouse is thus willing to accept the possibility of an impulse that 
cannot be integrated into a coherent life, which he associates with bad 
impulses,!4 and so must be repressed. But he also stresses that this is a 
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very extreme case indeed. ‘Instead of achieving unity by the repression 
of any given capacity’, it is much preferable, he says, ‘if possible, to 
take it up, transmute it, and find for it a direction in which it may work 
with the rest and in so doing .. . [make] for a life which is fuller and 
more harmonious.’!35 Dewey argues for a similar view. ‘In the career of 
any impulse activity’, he tells us, ‘there are speaking generally three 
possibilities.’456 It may be ‘discharged’, ‘suppressed’ or ‘sublimated’. 
In sublimation the impulse is channelled into an intelligent and bene- 
ficial course of action, thereby finding a constructive outlet for energy, 
while directing it away from undesirable directions. Interestingly, 
some passages in Green point in this direction. When (as in the passage 
quoted above) Green argues that our natural impulses should be ‘fused’ 
with higher interests, he points to those persons in whom the natural 
passions have been enlisted in the service of the public good or in edu- 
cating a family. Indeed, it is typical of Green that when he speaks of 
the need to ‘repress’ tendencies, he also indicates alternative outlets 
provided by a co-operative social order.137 

Hobhouse’s and Dewey’s accounts of sublimation, however, are 
separated by an important difference. At least at times, Hobhouse 
seems to assume that a capacity has a more or less natural manifesta- 
tion, which, however, might be redirected or ‘transmuted’. In contrast, 
as we saw earlier (§A.3), Dewey is adamant in opposing the idea of a 
natural telos of development. As he depicts it, the simple ‘discharge’ 
option (which we might be tempted to equate with a natural outlet) 
is ‘blind’ and ‘unintelligent’ — not at all the sort of thing Mill would 
have had in mind when talking of the natural expression of impulse 
and capacity. As Dewey sees it, then, ‘sublimation’ characterises all 
intelligent, purposive expression of natural impulse. (To the extent 
Green could be said to offer a proto-sublimation theory, he would 
seem to agree with Dewey here.) Now while Dewey’s sublimation thesis 
obviously has no difficulties with the idea of training impulses, it seems 
to do away with any notion of a natural outlet, bent or direction 
(either bad or good) of impulse/capacity. All that can be said is that we 
are endowed with impulses for which some outlet must be found. 
Consequently, it would appear that pathologies could only be produced 
if no outlets at all were allowed, as if, for example, it were sought to 
make people very passive and docile. While it sometimes seems that 
this sort of repression is all Dewey has in mind,!58 he usually has more 
definite ideas about suitable environments for man. If, as he surely 
does, he wants to criticise societies for not providing adequate outlets 
for men’s social natures and their desires to feel a part of a whole 
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(§B.3), and if he is to insist that each should be free to develop one’s 
unique excellences and to discover those things for which one is best 
suited (§I.B), he needs to suppose a conception of human capacity that 
implies some sort of natural development. In this respect, Hobhouse’s 
idea of ‘transmuting’ an impulse and finding a new direction for it 
seems more promising. For it suggests a natural direction to impulse 
that, nevertheless, with considerable effort, may be redirected. In 
contradistinction to Dewey’s account, Hobhouse’s indicates that 
sublimation is not required in all environments for all impulses, but is a 
special adaptive mechanism to be brought into play when we find 
the need to restrain some particular impulse. As such, it would seem 
that it could be employed for adjusting to marginal deviations from the 
natural line of development but might be overtaxed in environments 
more radically unsuited to our nature. 

The contrast between Dewey’s thesis and that which I have attrib- 
uted to Hobhouse corresponds in a general way to two opposing inter- 
pretations of Freud. On the one hand, Freud’s theory is very similar 
to Dewey’s. While he insists that repressing instincts is the basis of path- 
ologies, Freud believes that sublimation of instinctual energy is a regular 
feature of life and the basis of civilisation.99 If the social environment 
(i.e. norms, customs, etc.) blocks certain sorts of activities, the healthy 
response is to find another channel for the energy — i.e. sublimate it. 
To some this seems essentially conservative because it sees the individual 
as adjusting to his environment; it is, however, just as easily radical, 
for it indicates that the individual should be able, in principle, to ad- 
just to a radically different environment. What it does not do is suggest 
that the environment should be altered to conform to human nature. 
Yet we can discern another strain in Freud, one that indicates that the 
demands for control of instinctual energy can go too far. The ego, 
Freud argues, can only control the energy of the id to a certain limit: 
if pushed too far, neurosis sets in.}40 Although it would be mistaken to 
say that even when emphasising this second strain Freud views subli- 
mation merely as a mechanism for marginal adjustments, he certainly 
believes that the ego can be overtaxed in its effort to control impulse 
energy and, consequently, that very demanding social orders (i.e. those 
insisting on a great deal of instinctual control) may make nonpatholog- 
ical development impossible. Hence, the healthy development of per- 
sonality does, on this interpretation of Freud, make demands as to the 
nature of the social environment. 

It needs to be made clear that the account of sublimation I have 
attributed to Hobhouse is more implicit than explicit in his writings, 
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and is to be found along with his advocacy of the other two ‘solutions’ 
to the modern liberal dilemma that we have discussed. Moreover, he 
sometimes sounds very much like Dewey, stressing the plasticity of 
impulses and hence the multiplicity of ways in which they can be ade- 
quately expressed. In general, Hobhouse seems to acknowledge a wide 
range of impulses, ranging from the unchangeable to the plastic and 
from the specific to the general.141 Nevertheless, the account I have 
sketched here does come through in some of his writings; and of all 
the main modern liberal attempts to reconcile the call for natural 
development with the recognition of refractory impulses, Hobhouse’s 
sublimation theory seems the most promising. 

Almost everything I have said about (self-imposed) discipline would 
seem to apply in a fairly straightforward way to specialisation. Accord- 
ing to the Hobhousian account I have just sketched, by ignoring too 
much of our nature, overspecialisation could be said to overtax our 
ability to sublimate, thus requiring repression which, in turn, issues in 
pathologies. Or, on a Deweyian account, a narrow life would offer no 
outlets for some impulses, thus again requiring repression. The interest- 
ing difference between specialisation and (moral) discipline concerns 
our social nature and, in particular, our social interest. I argued at length 
in Chapter II that modern liberals see social life as a solution to the 
problem of specialisation: through social life we partake of excellences 
we had to forgo in our individual plans of life. Assimilating this to the 
energy model, it could be said that our social nature (in this sense) 
consists of our natural tendency to sublimate unfulfilled capacities/ 
impulses into an interest in the lives of others. That is, social interest 
could be seen as a sublimation of impulses that cannot achieve direct 
fulfilment in our individual lives. Now this is what could be said; so 
far as I know, no modern liberal says it. Indeed, they often use a very 
different argument, postulating a special social impulse, thus under- 
standing social interest as a direct manifestation of natural impulse 
rather than sublimated energy. Nevertheless, this sublimated energy 
account is very much in the spirit of the central modern liberal belief 
that we attempt to find completion of our nature through participation 
in a mutually appreciative social life (§II.A). 


C4. The Rawilsian Solution 


None of the difficulties I have been discussing arise for Rawls’s theory. 
Rather than attributing pathologies to the repression of particular 
capacities, Rawls argues that loss of self-respect, which is associated 
with lack of desire, apathy, etc., stems from failure to pursue an ade- 
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quate plan of life. As we saw in §1.D.1, the idea of a plan of life already 
assumes selection of some capacities over others for cultivation, so 
specialisation is assumed right from the start. And in his presentation of 
the Aristotelian Principle, Rawls is careful to specify that ‘[a] rational 
plan — constrained as always by the principles of right -- allows a per- 
son to flourish, so far as circumstances permit, and to exercise his 
realized abilities as much as he can.’!42 Thus he also stipulates at the 
outset that a plan of life can fulfil the Aristotelian Principle — hence 
support self-respect — when limited by principles of right. 

Despite, then, some resemblances to the energy model of capacities 
and pathologies (i.e. the lethargy that results from loss of self-respect), 
Rawls’s theory seems to be of a different sort. It does not appear to see 
capacities as impulses that either must be manifested, sublimated or 
repressed. Instead, capacities are what we might call opportunities for 
development. Certainly they are ones we wish to pursue, but they do 
not each press upon us for satisfaction. Rawls’s example of planning a 
trip is particularly apt here: just as we may wish to visit several cities 
but can only go to one or two, we may want to develop many of our 
capacities, but a rational individual can rest content with only taking 
advantage of some of the opportunities.!43 However, although conceiv- 
ing capacities in this way allows Rawls to avoid the problem of dis- 
cipline, it might seem that the way in which he does so entails the 
abandonment of a central modern liberal conviction. If capacities are 
simply opportunities, it would appear that someone might be content 
with taking advantage of just a few, developing a very narrow person- 
ality. Prima facie, at any rate, it would seem that a highly specialised 
life might satisfy Rawls’s requirements for self-respect (i.e. successful 
execution of a plan of life and appreciation by one’s fellows) as well as, 
or better than, a wider ranging one. It might seem, then, that Rawls 
avoids the difficulties of the question of discipline because he jettisons 
one of the central modern liberal tenets at the heart of the dilemma: 
that men desire the fullest possible satisfaction of their nature and any 
limitation is, pro tanto, stunting. 

It certainly is true that of all modern liberals Rawls is probably the 
least worried by specialisation (§1.D.4). Neither does he seem very 
worried by discipline, talking as he does about desires — and not neces- 
sarily ‘temporary’ ones — being ‘weeded out’ in ways entirely devoid 
of any of Hobhouse’s agonising.'4 However, Rawls does not abandon 
the modern liberal endorsement of broad over narrow personalities. 
According to Rawls, a rational plan of life is characterised by the 
‘principle of inclusiveness’: viz. ‘one long-term plan is better than an- 
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other for any given period (or number of periods) if it allows for the 
encouragement and satisfaction of all the aims and interests of the 
other plan and for the encouragement and satisfaction of some further 
aim or interest in addition’. Rawls contends that this principle is 
supported by the Aristotelian Principle (which, of course, means that 
it follows from human nature), Although the Aristotelian Principle 
indicates a need for specialisation in the pursuit of excellence, Rawls 
tells us that it also implies that, ceteris paribus, we will prefer the life 
that calls upon the greater number of subtle and refined skills. While 
this does not mean that we will generally opt for well-roundedness 
over specialisation, it does indicate that a broader cultivation of excel- 
lence is more attractive than a narrower one (at the same level of com- 
plexity and refinement). It probably even provides some motivation for 
pursuing breadth even if at some point it conflicts with specialisation. 146 

Rawls’s conception of capacities and development, then, allows him 
to cut through the difficulties that beset the standard capacity/impulse 
model. By concentrating on adequate plans of life rather than on ade- 
quate satisfaction of impulses, he can easily accommodate the selection 
of some impulses for cultivation over others. However, for this very 
reason we might wonder whether Rawls’s account has as strong liber- 
tarian implications as does the impulse/energy model (at least as it is 
employed by Mill). One of the things Mill wants to argue is that any 
restraint, pro tanto, is a restriction of our nature and thus potentially 
damaging. We will see in the next chapter (§V.B.4) that this analysis 
provides a foundation for one of Mill’s main arguments for liberty: 
viz. that any coercive interference with an individual’s freedom of 
action is apt to thwart some aspect of his nature. Now Rawls’s theory, 
because it does not see the active impulses of human nature expanding 
in this way, also does not appear to have this sort of libertarian implica- 
tion. Since each impulse does not demand expression, human nature 
would not seem to have difficulty accommodating itself to a very re- 
strictive social order. Nor would it seem to rebel at coercive measures 
designed to enforce these restrictions. A great deal can be denied to us, 
perhaps forced upon us, without putting strains on human nature. 
This, of course, is not to say that Rawls actually advocates such restric- 
tive principles — he certainly does not — but, rather, that his account 
of capacity, development and pathology does not in itself seem to pro- 
vide as strong an argument as does Mill’s account against such prin- 
ciples. (We will see in the next chapter that he does have some other 
arguments against them.) However, a caveat isin order: as we discovered 
in our examination of Dewey’s theory of sublimation, an impulse/ 
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energy model that does away with the idea of natural development and 
insists on the regular, indeed necessary, role of sublimation would also 
seem to have considerable capacity to accommodate itself to fairly 
restrictive social orders. These issues, however, are too complex to be 
adequately explored here: they provide the focus of the next chapter. 


D. Psychological and Social Development 


Before leaving the topic of development, we ought to note the relation 
between individual psychological development — the concern of the 
chapter thus far — and the historical development of societies or civil- 
isations. Mill, Green and especially Hobhouse were very much concerned 
with such social development; indeed, it would be understandable to 
think that in Hobhouse’s work it is a more important sort of develop- 
ment than that of individuals. However, in a fundamental sense all mod- 
ern liberal theories of social development are subordinate to their 
conception of individual development, for all perceive the telos of 
social development to be the fuller and wider realisation of individual 
growth. This is perhaps least obvious in Mill, as he was very impressed 
by Comte’s three-stage account of the historical development of the 
human mind, an account that has little connection with the conception 
of individual growth we have examined here.!47 However, Mill also was 
convinced that personality structures change in the course of history.148 
In several places he asserts that the progress of civilisation tends to tame 
‘spontaneity and individuality’ for the sake of greater development of 
our social side. Although, as is well known, Mill was worried that this 
trend was too strong in his own time, he did look forward to a stage in 
the development of the human race that he hoped would combine a 
very extensive sociability with a thoroughgoing individuality.149 Indeed, 
in his statement in his Autobiography of his and Harriet’s vision of the 
‘social problem of the future’, the aim is clearly to unite individuality 
with a co-operative, community-minded social order. And, as if to em- 
phasise that this requires the development of human nature, Mill adds 
that ‘the capacity to do this has always existed in mankind, and is not, 
nor is ever likely to be, extinct.’150 

All this becomes much clearer in Green and Hobhouse. ‘To speak’, 
wrote Green, ‘of any progress or improvement or development of a 
nation or society or mankind, except as relative to some greater worth 
of persons, is to use words without meaning.’ And, thus, ‘There can be 
no progress of society which is not a development of capacities on the 
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part of persons composing it.’151 In particular, Green saw historical 
development as leading towards greater personal development in two 
ways. First, our conception of proper development and the capacities 
of men have widened in the modern era. ‘Faculties, dispositions, occu- 
pations, persons, of which a Greek citizen would have taken no account, 
or taken account only to despise, are now recognised as having their 
place in the realisation of the powers of the human soul, in the due 
evolution of the spiritual from the animal man.’!52 And not only has 
our conception of development become richer, but our idea of ‘human’ 
and the extent of the ‘human community’ has also broadened. In 
contrast to the narrow conception of humanity entertained by the 
Greeks, Green argues that the movement of modern times is towards 
a recognition of a universal co-operative social life in which each is 
interested in the good of all.153 

Hobhouse takes over much of this, but depicts the development of 
human nature somewhat differently. For Hobhouse (as for Mill) the 
course of historical development is marked by an increasingly success- 
ful synthesis of individuality and sociability. The primitive group, 
Hobhouse tells us, is characterised by intense solidarity, but ‘the group 
absorbs the individual; its customs dominate him; there is no freedom, 
no room for initiative, barely the possibility of life apart from it’. 
With the rise of the great civilisations the solidarity of the primitive 
community is lost to — or rather, is superimposed upon by — a more 
universal form of organisation that at least begins to lay the basis for a 
freedom and individuality founded upon equality of rights. In Hob- 
house’s story Greece represents a crucial, but ultimately partial and 
flawed, attempt at combining a common life with free initiative: it was, 
he says, ‘not merely a corporate entity but a partnership of free men’ .155 
Like Green, Hobhouse thinks that the Greek ideal was flawed by its 
limited conception of humanity, a defect which the universalisms of 
Rome and Christianity were to help make good. The important point for 
us, though, is not so much the details of Hobhouse’s account of histori- 
cal progress but rather that its aim is towards a humanity-wide social life 
that combines, on the one hand, individuality, freedom and initiative 
with, on the other, co-operation, solidarity and mutual service. ‘Progress 
then is an evolution of harmony.’456 

Mill, Green and Hobhouse thus see the outcome of historical develop- 
ment or progress largely in terms of the fuller realisation of man’s 
nature.157 Although such modern liberals theorise about the develop- 
ment of societies, what they really would seem to care about is the 
development of individuals. This relates, I think, to what Larry 
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Siedentop has called ‘The Two Liberal Traditions’. According to 
Siedentop, the English liberal tradition, as represented, for example, 
by the social contract theories, is often charged with being premised 
upon ‘an atomised’ and ‘ahistorical’ conception of the individual and 
being, in general, ‘sociologically naive’. In contrast, what Siedentop 
calls the French tradition in liberal thought is historical and sociological, 
recognising the social nature of man and the importance of institutions. 
In particular Siedentop stresses that this brand of liberalism, exemplified 
by Constant and Tocqueville, developed a theory of social change, 
specifying that social and economic conditions restricted political 
options and the range of possible political institutions, 158 

By way of conclusion to Part One, I would like to suggest that our 
modern liberals remain very much in the English tradition (even if often 
with a distinct German accent). To be sure, they insist on the social 
nature of man, the importance of institutions and, at least some, the 
development of society, but their focus remains primarily on the nature 
of man rather than on general laws of societies. Siedentop, in fact, 
suggests something along these lines about Mill, telling us that while he 
took over a good deal from Tocqueville, he persisted in the traditional 
English liberal ‘mode of argument unaffected by the new sociological 
mode of argument’.!59 Much the same, I think, can be said of the other 
modern liberals, even Hobhouse, who has been called a ‘founding 
father’ of sociology.1© I have argued in the last four chapters that the 
centre of all their theories is a thesis about what we have it in ourselves 
to be, how this can be brought about and what occurs when it is not. 
And, as with Hobbes, Locke and James Mill before them, they believe 
that if we know the nature of man, then we can design suitable political 
institutions. Having completed our examination of this first part, we 
can now turn to consider the second part of the hypothetical. 
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V_ LIBERTY 


Having completed the examination of the modern liberal theory of 
human nature, we can now turn to consider how this theory provides 
the basis for modern liberal prescriptions. In this chapter I deal with 
arguments for liberty. Chapter VI then examines the case for democracy 
and, finally, Chapter VII takes up economic organisation and the ‘new 
liberalism’. Regarding all three, I will argue, the regulative ideal is the 
promotion of healthy development. However, .as I stressed in the Intro- 
ductory, this is not to say that our six modern liberals always agree on 
just what institutions and arrangements are required to promote such 
development. Indeed, in Chapter VI, and especially in Chapter VII, 
we will discover some significant disagreements. My concern in this 
part is thus not simply with those matters on which modern liberals 
agree but also with the areas of, and reasons for, diverging prescriptions. 


A. Positive and Negative Liberty 


My aim in this chapter, then, is to show that modern liberals uphold 
liberty for all on the grounds of promoting human development. To 
demonstrate this is essential for my thesis as it connects the modern 
liberal theory of man to liberty, the fundamental commitment of any 
liberalism. However, a problem immediately arises. ‘Liberty’ or ‘free- 
dom’ (I shall take these as synonyms) would appear to mean different 
things to different liberals. As we all know, Green proposed a new, 
‘positive’, conception of liberty. There are good reasons, Green argued, 
for extending the notion of freedom beyond its core meaning — in 
which it refers to the absence of compulsion in human relations — to 
a ‘metaphorical’ sense that concerns ‘a positive power or capacity of 
doing or enjoying something worth doing or enjoying, and that, too, 
something that we do or enjoy in common with others.’! Depending 
on one’s perspective, Green’s proposal for extending the notion of free- 
dom in this way has been seen either as a remedy for the unsocial and 
inadequate ‘negative’ conception of classical liberal theory? or as a 
repudiation of the ‘truer and more humane ideal’ of negative liberty for 
a potentially despotic, illiberal ideal. According to this latter view, 
stressed by Isaiah Berlin, Green’s concern with the power to do what is 
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worth doing can easily lead to the ‘enlightened’ few coercing those who 
‘fail’ to pursue the ‘worthy’; such freedom, Berlin tells us, can turn out 
to be identical with despotism.3 Regardless, however, of whether it is 
thought to be an advance or a betrayal of liberal ideals, it is widely 
thought that Green’s proposal represents a ‘restatement of liberal 
political theory’.+ Indeed, it would not be going too far to say that for 
many Green’s advocacy of a positive conception of freedom is the 
watershed in the evolution of liberal theory, dividing the classical and 
modern versions. 

The problem posed by all this for my thesis is fairly obvious. Al- 
though Bosanquet, Hobhouse and Dewey can be said to be sympathetic 
to the positive analysis, Mill is almost always identified with the nega- 
tive camp.5 And Rawls (quite understandably) wishes to avoid the 
whole negative/positive argument © Given this, if the distinction between 
the two concepts of liberty is really as fundamental as many suppose, 
my interpretation of the modern liberal tradition, if not instantly under- 
mined, certainly looks problematic. 

Recent studies of the development of liberal theory, however, have 
cast doubt on the importance of the rise of the positive conception of 
liberty. Michael Freeden, for example, argues that it is but one, and by 
no means the most important, of a number of changes that occurred 
in late nineteenth-century liberal theory while Stefan Collini suggests 
that the traditional account overemphasises the importance of the 
idea of ‘negative liberty’ in political argument before Green’s time.7 
More radically, following Gerald MacCallum’s analysis of liberty, Collini 
insists that the distinction itself is unsound and, so, is objectionable 
as a focus for inquiry.? Although (at least here) I do not wish to go so 
far as to deny that the negative and positive are distinct conceptions 
of liberty, I do want to deny that for our purposes the distinction is 
necessarily an important one. From the mere fact that one theorist 
proposes a ‘negative’ and another a ‘positive’ conception of liberty, 
very little follows as to their substantive political positions. Following 
W.L. Weinstein, I will try to show that positive liberty is not so much 
a challenge to, or a rejection of, negative liberty, but rather it is a 
(perhaps misguided) effort to integrate into the very concept of liberty 
other things such as the value and purpose of (negative) liberty and the 
circumstances under which it can be effectively and beneficially exer- 
cised.? And — as I indicated in the previous chapter (§IV.B.3) — it 
also involves a theory about the effects of thwarting capacities. What 
this implies, then, is that an advocate of positive liberty like Green can, 
in principle, agree with Mill (who I will take as a proponent of negative 
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liberty) that negative liberty is valuable, why it is to be valued, its 
relation to the growth of capacities, and the circumstances under which 
it can be effectively utilised. All we know for certain before we have 
examined their cases for negative liberty is that they disagree as to the 
meaning of ‘liberty’ or ‘freedom’. 

In a sense, the whole of this chapter is an attempt to defend this 
view of positive and negative liberty. I examine in §B modern liberal 
arguments for negative liberty with the aim of demonstrating that our 
‘positive’ and ‘negative’ modern liberals actually offer similar arguments. 
In §§B.1 and B.3, I explicitly deal with Green’s and Bosanquet’s argu- 
ments for positive liberty. Berlin’s worry that advocates of positive 
liberty tend to — or at least in principle can — coerce in the name of 
freedom (‘force to be free’) is dealt with in §§B.4 and B.5, which 
discuss the role of coercion and, in particular, the place of paternalism 
in modern liberal thinking. From these general arguments for liberty 
I turn in §C to consider some modern liberal arguments for specific 
liberties. Liberals, though, do not simply value liberty, but an equality 
of liberty. I thus close the chapter in §D by examining the grounds 
on which modern liberals have endorsed equal liberty for all. An im- 
portant topic concerning liberty, however, is not considered in this 
chapter: I defer until Chapter VII (§B.1) a discussion of the economic 
preconditions for an effective use of liberty. 


B. Liberty in General 


In his analysis of the ‘Heart of Liberalism’ Hobhouse tells us, “The 
foundation of liberty is the idea of growth.’!° This indeed is the core 
proposition of the modern liberal defence of liberty. Throughout 
modern liberal writings we repeatedly encounter arguments contending 
that freedom is grounded on the quest for self-realisation, self- 
development or growth. Among these, four broad families of arguments 
stand out. I shall call these the arguments based on: (i) the quest for 
self-satisfaction, (ii) the necessity of choice, (iii) the requirements of 
self-expression and (iv) the dangers of coercion. 


Bl, Seif-satisfaction 


The most straightforward, and probably the most famous, argument 
linking liberty and development is presented by Mill in the third chapter 
of Liberty. As we saw in the first chapter ($B), one of Mill’s main con- 
cerns there is to establish the diversity of human nature; human beings, 
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he tells us, are not sheep, and not even all sheep are alike. The upshot 
of this diversity, according to Mill, is that no one way of living will 
promote the development of all. “The same mode of living is a healthy 
excitement to one, keeping all his faculties of action and enjoyment in 
their best order, while to another it is a distracting burthen, which 
suspends or crushes all internal life.”11 And, hence, as we all know, 
Mill argues that each needs to be free to discover what sort of life harm- 
onises with his own circumstances and character. Although Mill some- 
times sounds as if the entire problem was discovering a way of living 
that suits our nature, it would also seem that ‘experiments in living’ 
involve an element of self-discovery. Dewey, emphasising as always the 
importance of experience in modifying goals, was insistent on this point. 
Varied interaction and activities are not only necessary if we are to find 
out what satisfies us but to discover just what are our possibilities: 
‘potentialities cannot be known tillafter the interactions have occur- 
red, There are at any given time unactualized potentialities in an in- 
dividual because and in as far as there are in existence other things 
with which it has not yet interacted.’!2 

Clearly, though, if these sorts of arguments are to support not only 
a varied environment but also the liberty of each to decide what is ap- 
propriate to him, an additional claim is required: viz. that the individual 
concerned is generally a good judge of what his capacities are and what 
is appropriate to his nature. If this claim does not hold true, i.e. if we 
are each generally bad judges of what is conducive to our development, 
there seems little point indeed of allowing each the liberty to judge 
such things for himself. This is an important point: although we will 
see in §§B.2 and B.3 that modern liberals offer arguments connecting 
liberty and development that circumvent the need to make this claim, 
in so far as they argue that each requires liberty to discover his nature 
and what suits it, the claim is necessary. Modern liberals, in fact, have 
actually tended to make what would appear to be a stronger claim. 
No one, says Mill, is more interested than the individual concerned or 
so well acquainted with his situation: ‘with respect to his own feelings 
and circumstances, the most ordinary man or woman has means of 
knowledge immeasurably surpassing those that can be possessed by any 
one else’.13 More surprisingly, perhaps, Bosanquet makes a similar sort 
of claim. ‘Your life’, he writes, ‘is a construction, and though general 
elements enter into it, a unique and creative construction. No one but 
yourself really knows your materials and your situations, and he 
could not know all of them that there: is to be known unless he was 
absolutely one with yourself.’!4 Both these claims go beyond what is 
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really necessary to provide force to the self-satisfaction argument for 
liberty. Even if someone else could judge better for one than oneself, 
there still might be good reasons for providing each with the liberty to 
decide for himself (e.g. the costs of intervention by others might be 
high; see §B.4). However, if people were generally bad judges as to 
what path their development lies along, this argument for liberty would 
have very little, if any, force. 

Mill’s and Bosanquet’s claims are, however, different in an important 
sense. Whereas Mill’s position is that we each know our own unique 
natures best, Bosanquet tells us that each knows best his own ‘unique 
and creative construction’. As I indicated in the first chapter (§D.1), 
Bosanquet’s notion of uniqueness seems to provide a weaker defence 
of liberty than Mill’s. According to a liberal such as Karl Popper, for 
example, the great peril to our liberal civilisation is the attempt to rad- 
ically and comprehensively remould man and society so as to conform 
to some aesthetic or perfectionist ideal (see §1.E). In opposition to this 
totalitarian attitude, Popper demands ‘that every man should be given, 
if he wishes, the right to model his life himself’.15 Now it is not clear 
that the ‘creative construction’ argument can support Popper’s claim 
for individual liberty in the face of such totalitarian ambitions: although 
it asserts that each knows his own personality best, it does not seem to 
provide an argument against manufacturing personalities of a certain 
type. The proposal, for instance, to create a new ‘socialist type person- 
ality’16 need not rely on the claim that the makers of the ‘new man’ 
know the personality structures of present men as weil as, or better 
than, they (i. present men) do themselves. Indeed, the would-be 
creators may acknowledge that present men are very good judges of the 
needs and tendencies of their present personalities. They could, then, 
accept all Bosanquet’s claims about ‘unique and creative constructions’ 
and yet find no reasons to abandon their project. It would be far more 
difficult for them to accept Mill’s position. According to Mill, we each 
possess different natures that require outlets and will thus find satis- 
faction in different endeavours. Any attempt to remake men according 
to certain ideal models runs the grave risk of doing violence to these 
unique natures and, consequently, ushering in pathologies. ‘Whoever 
thinks that individuality of desires and impulses should not be encour- 
aged to unfold itself, must maintain that society has no need of strong 
natures . . . and that a high general average of energy is not desirable.’!7 

Thus, while the ‘creative construction’ notion of personality differ- 
ences provides some basis for defending liberty, it seems to be a weaker 
one than the Millian unique natures position. However, as I argued in 
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the first chapter (§ §1.B and I.D.1), it is not Bosanquet’s only theory of 
individual differentiation. He certainly acknowledges a diversity of per- 
sonal natures. Even in the passage quoted above, in which he empha- 
sises the ‘creative construction’ notion, he refers to ‘your materials’ out 
of which you fashion a personality; in another place he tells us that our 
course of action ought to depend on our ‘own particular powers’.18 On 
balance, it seems certain that Bosanquet combines both theories of in- 
dividual differentiation, understanding individual capacities and powers 
as elements to be taken up into the system of values, interests, etc. 
that constitutes the ‘unique and creative construction’ that is one’s 
personality. 

This argument (i.e. that liberty is necessary if we are to satisfy our 
natures) has provided the basis of a notion of positive liberty. In his 
lecture ‘On the Different Senses of “‘Freedom” ’ Green tells us that the 
basic, non-metaphorical conception of freedom always concerns ‘some 
exemption from compulsion by others’. Now whatever the popular 
impression might be, it simply is not the case that Green belittled the 
importance of such liberty. The claim for negative liberty was, he 
thought, an expression of the ‘self-seeking principle’ in man according 
to which we assert ourselves against others and demand the right to act 
according to choice or preference.19 To deny men negative liberty is 
thus to block their quest for self-satisfaction. However — and this is the 
move to a positive conception of liberty — Green argues that self- 
satisfaction is also blocked when the object in which it is sought ‘is 
such as to prevent that self-satisfaction being found’. If because of 
unruly passions or transitory desires we act in ways inconsistent with 
self-satisfaction, we remain oppressed, albeit now by parts of our own 
nature. Indeed, as we saw in §IV.B.3, Green argues that thwarting the 
quest to self-realisation will produce ‘feelings of oppression’. And, he 
tells us, it is the presence of such feelings that ‘will always give meaning 
to the representation of the effort after any kind of self-improvement 
as a demand for “freedom” ’.20 

As Weinstein has said of Green, ‘the gist of his doctrine is perfectly 
at home with the language of negative liberty’. Instead of saying that 
one is more free the more one’s moral qualities and other capacities 
and talents are developed, we can say (i) that one is morally better, or 
more praiseworthy, the more one has developed one’s nature and (ii) 
that one’s negative liberty is more valuable the more one uses it to 
achieve self-development.2! And we can add: (iii) that if the develop- 
ment of one’s capacities is blocked, either by external restraints or by 
one’s own failures, feelings of oppression will tend to arise. Now it is 
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not at all clear that Mill would disagree with most of this. To be sure, 
he would object to calling the developed person morally better, but 
that is because he has a complicated theory connecting morality and 
the liability to sanctions,?? and, as we will see in §B.4, he has definite 
reasons for not wanting those who have not properly developed to be 
liable to sanctions. No doubt, though, he would agree that the developed 
individual is better or more praiseworthy in some non-moral sense. 
Moreover, given that he also argues for liberty as a means to achieve self- 
development, it seems safe to conclude that he too would think liberty 
employed to promote development is more valuable than that used to 
promote ‘pig pleasures’. 

The most interesting point of comparision is whether Mill shares 
Green’s conviction that one’s own failures can give rise to some sort 
of pathological feelings (I have already argued at length that he thinks 
external restraints do; see §IV.B.3). Admittedly, this type of personal 
failure, as opposed to external restraints, is not Mill’s main concern. 
Furthermore, because Mill, unlike Green, Bosanquet, Hobhouse and 
Dewey, does not stress the importance of a systematised personality, 
we do not find in his writings the condemnation of isolated desires 
that block a fuller self-realisation (§§1.D., V.B.3). Granted all this, 
though, it is certain that Mill did think that character flaws could thwart 
self-development. In Utilitarianism, for example, he acknowledges that 
because of ‘infirmity of character’ men sometimes prefer bodily to 
mental pleasures, i.e. act so as not to develop their higher nature.23 
And while Mill does not say they suffer from feelings of oppression, 
indeed he acknowledges that they might be content,24 he does argue 
at length that they lose out on a great deal of happiness and suggests 
they will have a weakened sense of dignity. Thus, while we certainly 
would not want to say that Mill and Green are in agreement on all 
things, it does seem that the extent and nature of their differences 
cannot be captured by such broad categories as negative/positive or 
external/internal (restraints). The points of controversy are much finer 
than that; to a great extent, they centre on fairly detailed differences 
in their theories of human nature. 


B.2. Choice and Development 


The self-satisfaction/self-discovery argument for liberty is important in 
modern liberal theory. It is also very problematic. As I argued, it seems 
to require some sort of assumption that each person is likely to be a 
good judge of the path along which his development lies. If individuals 
generally judge such things very badly, the argument is undermined. 
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And although we saw that modern liberals such as Mill and Bosanquet 
do indeed make an ‘each-generally-knows-best’ assumption, it is also 
manifest that they think that, as a matter of fact, people often choose 
badly. We might misjudge our own powers, cultivate too wide or too 
narrow an individuality, or prefer some activites that do not do much 
to spur development. Thus, despite the attractiveness of the self- 
discovery/self-satisfaction argument, it seems an inadequate foundation 
for a wide-ranging endorsement of freedom of choice. The problem for 
the modern liberal is to somehow endorse free choice even when the 
agent chooses badly. 

The solution is to change the focus from what is chosen to the 
developmental properties of the act of choosing itself. In Liberty 
Mill confronts the suggestion that others may be able to choose well 
for you and, indeed, guide you along ‘some good path’. But if they do 
so, he responds, you could never develop your distinctly human capa- 
cities. ‘The human faculties of perception, judgement, discriminative 
feeling, mental activity, and even moral preference, are exercised only 
in making a choice.’25 And, Mill adds, ‘[h]e who chooses a plan for 
himself not only encourages these faculties but cultivates ‘firmness 
and self-control’. Hobhouse and Dewey also put a great deal of weight 
on these aspects of choice. In arguing that ‘liberty is essential to the 
development of personality’, Hobhouse maintains that since personality 
requires the ability to pursue purposes and projects ‘as against the rule 
of impulse on the one side or external compulsion on the other, it fol- 
lows that liberty of choice is the condition of its development. The 
central condition of such development is self-guidance.’26 One is tempted 
to say that whereas Hobhouse emphasises the need for choice in devel- 
oping self-control, Dewey takes a larger view, stressing as does Mill 
the importance of free choice in all intellectual development. In making 
choices one evaluates outcomes, examines problems, considers criteria 
and goals: in short, one learns to think. ‘Freedom means essentially 
that part played by thinking — which is personal — in learning: it means 
intellectual initiative, independence in observation, judicious interven- 
tion, foresight of consequences, and ingenuity of adaptation to them.’27 

In addition to these straightforwardly developmental claims, ‘choos- 
ing for oneself? and ‘thinking for oneself relate easily to notions of 
self-determination and self-mastery. One of the reasons Rawls offers 
as to why executing a plan of life promotes self-respect (§IV.B.3) 
is that it arouses in the planner a ‘sense of mastery’.28 In pursuing a 
plan of life of one’s own devising one gains a sense of self-mastery and 
competence. This implies, then, that one may well gain more from 
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executing a plan that one has constructed than from one devised by 
others that in some objective sense better fitted one’s capacities but 
which, of course, would not induce a sense of mastery. Nevertheless, 
while the link between self-mastery and self-respect provides a defence 
of free choice even when it produces sub-optimal results (plans), it 
does not constitute a defence of very bad choices. Presumably, a really 
bad plan would be likely to fail, and, consequently, no sense of self- 
mastery would be elicited. 

We might note here that unlike the argument from self-satisfaction, 
these arguments connecting choice and development (or self-respect) do 
not necessarily depend upon any claim that individual natures are unique 
or even diverse. Mill’s ‘human faculties’ of judgement, observation, etc. 
are those shared by all normal human beings. In fact most of the 
faculties Mill and Dewey refer to are distinctly intellectual; and, as I 
argued in §1.C.3, the modern liberal theory of man asserts intellectual 
development to be a common element of all individual growth. Much 
the same applies to Hobhouse’s ‘rational determination’ (self-control) 
and Rawls’s self-mastery: at least in principle, they are traits that might 
characterise all humans and, hence, do not presuppose any theory of 
differentiation of individual natures. So, although in a sense they con- 
cern a sort of individuality since they link development to individual 
choice, they are not arguments based on individuality in the sense we 
examined in the first chapter. That is, they focus on the development 
of the common faculties and traits of men, not on their diverse individ- 
ualised endowments. ; 


B.3. Self-expression 


Mill directly proceeds from the thesis that we can only develop if we 
think for ourself — i.e. if ‘our understanding is our own’ — to the argu- 
ment ‘that our desires and impulses should be our own likewise’.2? But 
while this argument also endorses choice even when the decision is a 
bad one, it is different from what we have been considering since it 
calls for choice and liberty not so much as a means to develop faculties 
but as a necessity for self-expression. Mill is concerned in what follows 
with contrasting two opposing personality types: a person with char- 
acter ‘whose desires and impulses are his own — are the expression of 
his own nature, as it has been developed and modified by his own cul- 
ture’ and ‘[o]ne whose desires and impulses are not his own, [who] 
has no character, no more than a steam-engine has a character.’%0 The 
second sort of ‘character’, Mill argues, is the consequence of a social 
order that induces conformity, a conformity which in modern times is 
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not usually achieved by legal coercion but by a more subtle, but an 
all-the-more-pervasive and effective, informal social coercion that pun- 
ishes the non-conformist with ostracism, exclusion from employment 
and a host of other ‘sanctions’. Those who submit to these sanctions 
act not according to their nature but in accordance with the dictates 
of custom ‘until by dint of not following their own nature, they have 
no nature to follow’.3! Free action — action not performed. under the 
threat of coercion — is thus necessary if our desires, opinions and feel- 
ings are to be of ‘home growth’ or properly our ‘own’, 

Interestingly, this is precisely Bosanquet’s line of argument in his 
defence of positive liberty. Bosanquet acknowledges that ‘[i]n the 
straightforward sense of the word ...I am free when I am not made 
the instrument of another person’s will through physical violence or 
the threat of it’. At bottom, he suggests, the claim to be free in this 
sense is grounded on the claim to ‘be oneself? (see §1.A): when our 
actions are determined by the threat of force they are not an expression 
of our ‘self? and we cannot be said to be self-determined.*2 Thus far 
Bosanquet’s argument is much the same as Mill’s and is certainly a 
defence of negative liberty. He tries to move beyond the Millian posi- 
tion, however, by maintaining that it is not only coercion or threats of 
coercion by others that can prevent one from being oneself. The key 
here is what is meant by ‘oneself? or, more specifically, a ‘self’. In a way 
that is entirely consistent with his. account of the organisation of 
individuality ($§I.D, II-D.2), Bosanquet asserts that a self is not an 
unorganised collection of volitions, desires or impulses but a system or 
coherent whole. To be oneself, then, is to act on desires, interests, etc. 
that cohere with this system. Conversely, to act on a random desire — 
to give into a temptation to act in a way inconsistent with the organised 
self — is thus not to be oneself. ‘Liberty, then, throughout, is the being 
ourselves, and the fullest condition of liberty is that in which we are 
ourselves most completely.’33 

Certainly by the end of the argument Bosanquet is using ‘liberty’ 
in a very different way from that in which Mill (generally) used it. 
Liberty is no longer a prerequisite for being oneself: it is being oneself. 
Again, however, our concern is not with the use of ‘liberty’ but with the 
underlying substantive theory. On the face of it, Mill and Bosanquet 
agree on a good deal. Both argue that negative liberty is necessary to 
being oneself and, as we saw in Chapter I, both believe that being one- 
self involves a personality that organises capacities into a coherent plan 
of life. But two important differences separate them. For one, since 
Bosanquet identifies being oneself with a harmonious personality, 
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being oneself is in a sense something that always lies in the future, as 
very few of us are likely to sustain a perfectly coherent personality. In 
this sense, then, Bosanquet’s argument is as much a self-creation as a 
self-expression argument. More importantly, because Bosanquet identi- 
fies being oneself with acting in accordance with a systematised per- 
sonality, he rejects the notion that one can be oneself when acting on 
an isolated desire. Mill would certainly disagree: in his view any mani- 
festations of one’s nature, even of isolated desires, are self-expressive. 

Thus, as with Green (§B.1), the status of isolated desires (volitions, 
capacities, etc.) is a major divide between Mill and an idealist like Bos- 
anquet. As C.L. Ten has emphasised, as opposed to Mill, when an 
idealist philosopher talks of being oneself he does not mean ‘the person 
we meet every day’: ‘A man’s true self is taken to be a rational self.’4 
But we need to be very careful in drawing this sort of contrast. It is 
certainly true that an idealist such as Bosanquet did think the rational 
self was somehow more real than the everyday self with its conflicts 
and tensions, a point on which Hobhouse (quite rightly) took Bosan- 
quet to task.35 However, we need to always keep in mind that ‘rational’ 
here means systematic or harmonious (§1.D.2). So when Bosanquet 
insists that our real self is our rational self, he is again asserting that we 
are really ourselves when we act according to the implications of our 
entire organised personality rather than on volitions or desires incon- 
sistent with it. This is an important point, for many commentators, 
apparently including Ten, seem to slide from the proposition that 
‘to the idealist, the real self is the rational self, not the everyday self 
to the assertion that ‘to the idealist, the rational self can be opposed to 
all one’s actual aims, desires, etc.’ But this second proposition is radically 
at odds with the idealists’ conception of a rational self; just because the 
rational self is a perfectly systematised everyday self, it cannot be 
opposed in toto to the everyday self. To be sure, Bosanquet was apt to 
stress that the gap could be wide, but he never denies that the rational 
is grounded on the everyday self.” 

Mill would certainly disagree with a great deal of this (but see §B.5 
below). In particular, he would not discount the present self in a way 
that Bosanquet often seems willing to. Nevertheless, we ought not to 
forget that the ideal of a coherent personality is by no means alien to 
Mill’s outlook (§1L.D). To a far greater extent than we are perhaps apt 
to suppose, the sort of differences separating Mill and Bosanquet 
concer metaphysical questions as to the proper relations among 
notions such as ‘present’, ‘real’ and ‘ideal’ rather than psychological 
theories. 
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B.4. Coercive Restraints 


Thus far we have seen that modern liberals think that liberty is neces- 
sary to express our nature, discover it, satisfy it and, through choice, 
develop it. Although it is perhaps to run the risk of being confused with 
Greenian talk of positive liberty, it is tempting to call these the positive 
arguments for liberty in as much as they provide positive reasons why 
liberty is a good thing. But arguments for liberty are often really argu- 
ments against coercion. This is particularly true of modern liberals who, 
it sometimes seems, are more intent on pointing out the banes of 
coercion than the boons of liberty. Mill, it will be recalled, is especially 
emphatic about the costs of any coercive interference with the actions 
of another. Preventing anyone from doing as he is inclined by threaten- 
ing him with some evil ‘is not only always irksome, but always tends, 
pro tanto, to starve the development of some portion of the bodily 
or mental faculties’ and, furthermore, partakes of the ‘degradation 
of slavery’ if the individual’s conscience does not freely accept the 
interference.38 And, as we saw in the previous chapter, the condition 
of the slave is not an attractive one. Those denied freedom and inde- 
pendence either become lethargic or power-hungry; in either case, they 
lose an interest in developing their own character. 

Prima facie, it would seem that this libertarian element in Millian 
liberalism is rejected by later modern liberals. Hobhouse and Dewey, 
for example, make much of the importance of restraints for any system 
of equal liberty. Only ‘unsocial freedom’, said Hobhouse, is freedom to 
do what one wills regardless of others; a ‘social freedom’, in contrast, 
depends upon a system of rules which restrains everyone in some re- 
spects so that all can enjoy liberty in other ways.*? Dewey agrees: 
‘The system of liberties that exists at any time is always the system of 
restraints or controls that exists at that time. Thus in apparent 
contradistinction to Mill, these later liberals refuse to oppose liberty 
and restraint since a system of liberties rests on control or restraint. 
‘The true opposition’, Hobhouse insists, ‘is between the control that 
cramps the personal life and the spiritual order, and the control that 
is aimed at securing the external and material conditions of their free 
and unimpeded development.’#! 

Although this would seem to be a direct confrontation and opposi- 
tion between Mill and the later liberals, they are really arguing about 
different things. As indicated by the above quotations, Hobhouse and 
Dewey are concerned with endorsing a system of equal protected lib- 
erties. When we turn to consider specific civil liberties in $C, we will 
see that Mill certainly would never deny that the protection of one 
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person’s freedom of conscience, for instance, necessarily involves re- 
straints on others. Nevertheless, he would still insist that in so far as 
anyone is restrained against his will (we have seen that a freely accepted 
restraint is very different, §IV.C.1), his development is to some extent 
hindered. So at this point the issue is not whether a system of protected 
liberties involves restraints, but rather whether interfering with some- 
one’s doing as one. wishes is to some extent always damaging to growth. 
Put in this way, it is certain that most later liberals do not depart from 
the Millian general libertarian position. Thus, for example, although 
Dewey acknowledges, as does Mill, that some characters might be chal- 
lenged and spurred on by restraints they consider oppressive, he also 
believes that to the extent that anyone yields to restrictions that are 
seen as ‘mere compulsion’ or ‘arbitrary force’ — i.e. that one does not 
acknowledge to be just or right — there ‘develops a slavish weakness.’4? 
Even Bosanquet, who is generally regarded as being anything but a lib- 
ertarian, is explicit that ‘violence’ is a ‘dangerous drug’ that runs the 
risk of producing ‘degeneration and senility’ by overriding ‘intelligent 
volition’. This is not to say that for Bosanquet, any more than for Mill, 
coercion is never justified, but only that it always does some harm by 
‘stimulating lower motives’.43 

Thus, far from abandoning the Millian libertarian position, the claim 
that coercion is a dangerous drug is central to nearly all later modern 
liberal defences of liberty. The wide agreement among modern liberals 
as to the destructive consequences of coercion is not fortuitous; as Hob- 
house made very clear, it relates to the energy/impulse model of person- 
ality and the ideal of a harmonious development. Coercion, as Hob- 
house sees it, is an attempt to control the ‘rebellious individual’ by 
simply repressing him. ‘He is coerced but not convinced, his personality 
is thwarted, and no modified line of development is found to pursue.’ 
And we have already seen in Chapter IV how such repression is incon- 
sistent with development. Either, as Mill was apt to emphasise, it en- 
tirely crushes and roots out energy and produces servility (hence the 
repeated references to the slave), or the energy persists and will either 
reappear in pathological forms or will push to the surface when the 
‘superincumbent pressure’ is removed. ‘Sooner or later’, as Bosanquet 
said, ‘the thinking creature will rebel against mere force.’45 Moreover, 
as Hobhouse and Bosanquet stressed, to control behaviour in this way 
is to bypass the individual’s reason (qua capacity to harmonise and ad- 
just the elements of one’s personality), thus to some extent ignoring 
the very capacity upon which all harmonious growth depends. ‘The 
resort to coercion blocks the more secure road to harmony through the 
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sense of uncompelled allegiance. At the same time it pauperizes the 
reason itself by requiring it to surrender its work to force,’46 

Most of this does not apply to Rawls. As I argued in the previous 
chapter (§C.4), Rawls does not appear to conceive of each capacity as 
demanding some sort of satisfaction — which, if denied, leads to path- 
ological expression — but instead he seems to view capacities as mere 
opportunities or possibilities for development. Because of this, it does 
not seem that Rawls can (or does) think of every coercive interference 
as a repression of some aspect of a person’s personality with all the con- 
sequences that implies. Consequently, Rawls cannot say that every coer- 
cive interference to some extent hinders development and is ipso facto 
an evil. In this sense his theory of man seems to have weaker libertar- 
ian implications than that of other modern liberals. But of course he 
can argue against coercion in other ways. Most obviously, should one 
be so coerced that one could not execute a plan of life of one’s own 
devising, self-respect would be undermined and pathologies would arise. 
More interesting, perhaps, is that Rawls postulates a tendency to 
reciprocity as a ‘deep psychological fact’. Indeed, this tendency forms 
one of the main foundations of community in Rawls’s theory; ‘the 
active sentiments of love and friendship, and even the sense of justice, 
arise from the manifest intention of other persons to act for our good’ 
(and our tendency to reply in kind).47 Now, given this, the application 
of coercive restraints (which are not perceived as just or right) would 
tend to thwart the rise of communal sentiments and, indeed, they 
would very likely lead to feelings of hostility. We are not the sort of 
creatures, Rawls indicates, who respond to force with love and friend- 
ship. Thus there seems some foundation for saying that interference 
with one’s action which is seen as merely coercive tends to hinder the 
development of social sentiments and a sense of justice. Rawls, then, 
might very well agree with Hobhouse’s conclusion that ‘we have come 
to look for the effect of liberty in the firmer establishment of social 
solidarity, as the only foundation on which such solidarity can securely 
rest’ 48 


B.5. Paternalism. and Development 


The strength and limits of these four arguments for liberty are nicely 
brought out in modern liberal treatments of paternalism. According to 
Gerald Dworkin’s well-known account, paternalism is (roughly) ‘the 
interference with a person’s liberty of action justified by reasons re- 
ferring exclusively to the welfare, good, happiness, needs, interests, or 
values of the person being coerced.’ Jeffrie G. Murphy is, even more 
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succinct: ‘Paternalism’, he writes, ‘is the coercing of people primarily 
for what is believed to be their own good.’4? Leaving aside the issue of 
whether or not these are adequate definitions of paternalism,>° they 
point to the sort of coercive paternalism with which I shall be con- 
cerned; more specifically, I want to focus primarily on paternalistic 
interferences with another’s liberty that are justified on the grounds 
that they promote his development. 

The argument from self-satisfaction attacks the presupposition of 
any paternalistic intervention: viz. that the interferer has a better 
understanding than the interferee of the latter’s good. Mill explicitly 
used this as an anti-paternalist argument: even when a person is choosing 
to do something that is likely to lead to considerable harm to himself, 
Mill argues that he ought to only be warned of the danger since ‘no one 
but the person himself can judge of the sufficiency of the motive which 
may prompt him to incur the risk’.5! Still, even Mill admitted that the 
assumption that ‘each knows best for himself? does not always hold: 
‘The uncultivated’, he admitted, ‘cannot be competent judges of culti- 
vation. Those who most need to be made wiser and better, usually 
desire it least, and, if they desire it, would be incapable of finding the 
way to it by their own lights.’>? The choice and development argument 
can help block paternalism in such cases: even if one is likely to mis- 
understand one’s interests or what will serve them, the process of 
deliberation has important positive developmental consequences. The 
self-expression argument can also be of assistance here to the anti- 
paternalist, for it suggests that even if the paternalist knows your good 
better than you do yourself, imposed aims and desires will not be gen- 
uine ‘home growths’. However, self-expression arguments are two- 
edged: if it can be argued that one’s present actions are inconsistent 
with one’s ‘true’ or ‘real’ self, it might be argued that paternalistic 
measures are required in order to achieve self-expression. The most 
unobjectionable form of this pro-paternalist argument is put forward 
by Mill in Liberty in his famous bad-bridge case: 


If either a public officer or any one else saw a person attempting 
to cross a bridge which had been ascertained to be unsafe, and there 
were no time to warn him of his danger, they might seize him and 
turn him back, without any real infringement of his liberty; for lib- 
erty consists in doing what one desires, and he does not desire to 
fall into the river.53 


In the hands of Bosanquet, who identifies the real self or will with the 
systematised one and not the everyday one (§C.3), it would seem that 
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the argument can justify a great deal more. The ‘alien and partial will, 
the tendency to narrower tracks of indulgence’ are not expressions of 
our real self; if they are not controlled but-instead dominate, the true 
self is not expressed. but ‘feels itself under constraint and a slave’.54 
As Green put it, a person in such a condition ‘may be considered in 
the condition of a bondsman who is carrying out the will of another, 
not his own’,55 

On the face of it, then, it would seem that Berlin is justified in think- 
ing that such ‘positive libertarians’ are, knowingly or unknowingly, 
enemies of negative liberty: by conceptualising the ‘self in this way, 
the aim of self-expression becomes a ground for paternalistic ‘inter- 
ference’ which, it is claimed, is not really interfering with the freedom 
of the true self at all. Indeed, it is said that one is being ‘forced to be 
free’.56 Now this sort of argument is not without force; it points to an 
important way in which the idealist conception of the self lends itself 
to paternalistic projects. However, we cannot simply leave the matter 
there and conclude that Green and Bosanquet were inclined towards 
a wide range of paternalist measures. At least two other arguments 
indicate that paternalistic coercive interference to support the ‘real 
will’ over the ‘actual will’ will be difficult to justify. For one, we have 
already seen that Bosanquet proffers an ‘each knows best for himself’ 
assumption, one implication of which is that (in at least one way) the 
agent concerned has privileged access to just what his real (i.e. system- 
atic) self is. Secondly, and far more importantly, Bosanquet and Green 
can — and do — rely here on the argument against coercion, as did Mill, 
Dewey and Hobhouse. In this regard it is important to remember that 
they steadfastly maintained that a man cannot be coerced into being 
moral.5? And their conception of moral excellence was a particularly 
wide one, involving rational self-control and general perfection of one’s 
nature.58 Their thesis, then, that coercion is inconsistent with moral 
excellence involves claims that it pauperises reason and self-control and 
encourages actions based on fear, narrow self-interest, etc. Conjoined 
with arguments for liberty, this leads Green and Bosanquet to an es- 
sentially anti-paternalist position. ‘No one’, Green said, ‘can convey 
a good character to another. Everyone must make his character for 
himself.’5? 

It is often suggested, however, that Green’s proposal for regulating 
the liquor trade comes close to violating ‘his own guiding principle 
that the state could not enforce virtue’.° And indeed Green does 
advocate coercive measures to encourage development, endorsing laws 
that require people to ‘limit, or even altogether give up, the not very 
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precious liberty of buying and selling alcohol, in order that they may 
become more free to exercise the faculties and improve the talents 
which God gave them’.®! However, if we pay close attention to Green’s 
arguments, I think we can see that, at least as he depicts it, this sort of 
paternalism is consistent with his theory of development (including its 
doctrine relating to coercion). More importantly, an examination of 
this case reveals a general strategy for justifying some cases of paternal- 
ism within the constraints imposed by the modern liberal theory of 
man. 

In so far as Green’s case for restraining the liquor trade is paternal- 
istic (and it seems fairly clear that this was not his main argument), 
it is premised on the assumption that the perpetual drunkard suffers 
from impaired judgement. Drink not merely destroys one’s health but 
attacks rational self-control. This is important, for most — if not all — 
modern liberal arguments for liberty assume that the agent has the 
capacity to make reasonable decisions and to rationally plan the devel- 
opment of his capacities. The self-satisfaction and choice and develop- 
ment arguments for liberty manifestly depend on this assumption. 
But so does the argument against coercion: if a person is unable to 
make informed choices and construct even the most rudimentary plans, 
there is no ongoing rational organisation of personality for the coer- 
cive interference to stifle. Even though the coercion might still lead 
to some repression, the alternative to such imposed discipline is not 
self-guidance but aimlessness, which we have already seen is antithetical 
to the modern liberal understanding of development (§1.D.3). More- 
over, Green appears to further undermine the argument against coercion 
by adding the proviso to his endorsement of restraining laws that no 
such prohibition should be enacted in ‘advance of the social sentiment 
necessary to give real effect to it’. Although the aim of this proviso 
can be understood in more than one way, it does have the consequence 
that Green’s position conforms to Mill’s dictum that, in order to 
minimise the repression of personality, a prohibitory regulation ought 
not to be enacted unless it can be made to ‘recommend itself to the 
general conscience; unless persons of ordinary good intentions either 
believe already, or can be induced to believe, that the thing being pro- 
hibited is a thing which they ought not to wish to do.’ 

My point, then, is that in his treatment of the drunkard, Green 
(and Hobhouse in a similar analysis) tries to undermine the arguments 
for liberty and against coercion by showing that their assumptions are 
not met in this case; ie. that the drunkard cannot reap the develop- 
mental benefits of liberty, that the alternative to restraint is aimless- 


180 V Liberty 


ness and that since the powers of rational self-control are not being 
used much anyway, it may well be that the good done by the imposed 
discipline will outweigh any damage caused by imposing constraints. 
This was essentially Hobhouse’s view, who, in likening the drunkard’s 
condition to that of the ‘feebleminded’, argued that whether or not 
the drunkard was a ‘fit object of tutelage’ turned in each case on 
‘whether such capacity of self-control as he retains would be impaired 
or repaired by a period of tutelar restraint’. Now whether we find this 
a satisfying analysis of the alcoholic’s condition, it is the sort of argu- 
ment that needs to be advanced if paternalism is to be consistent with 
the general modern liberal theory of man and the arguments for liberty. 
Certainly it provides the most obvious way of justifying modern liberals’ 
endorsement of custodial care or enforced tutelage for the incompe- 
tent.67 (Whether support will be given to the former or latter would 
seem to depend on the possibility of educating the incompetent into 
being self-developers.)® If this sort of reasoning seems problematic 
or troublesome in the case of the alcoholic, it is not because it asserts 
that incompetency undermines the case for liberty but for one or 
both of two rather more specific reasons. 

(i) Most obviously, the alcoholic is not totally incompetent. At 
best, he would seem to suffer from a partial impairment of reason, 
judgement, self-control, etc. If we do accept some such notion of 
partial impairment,®? it obviously becomes an important but terribly 
difficult question as to just when the impairment becomes sufficiently 
serious to undermine the developmental arguments for liberty. What is 
certain is that in the eyes of liberals like Green and Hobhouse, by the 
time we reach perpetual drunkards things have got very serious indeed. 
Hobhouse’s grouping together of ‘the idiot, the imbecile, the feeble- 
minded .. . the drunkard’? nicely brings home just what they thought 
of the drunkard’s condition. It is unlikely that this was Mill’s view. 
Mill explicitly allows for paternalistic coercive interference in some cases 
of impaired judgement, i.e. when a person is ‘delirious, or in some state 
of excitement or absorption incompatible with the full use of his 
reflecting faculty’ and is in danger of harming himself.7! But Mill never 
suggests that the drunkard, though certainly harming himself, suffers 
from such impairment of reflective capacity. Indeed (although this is 
speculative), one would think that the alcoholic is just the sort of per- 
son Mill has in mind when he reminds us that just because we cannot 
coercively interfere, it does not follow that a ‘benevolent’ concern with 
others’ well-being is out of place. Indeed, Mill stresses that we owe it to 
each other ‘to help distinguish the better from the worse, and [give] 
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encouragement to choose the former and avoid the latter .. . [C] onsid- 
erations to aid his judgement, exhortations to strengthen his will, may be 
offered to him, even obtruded on him, by others; but he himself is the 
final judge.’72 Mill might well have thought drunkenness was a prime 
example of choosing the worse over the better that the rational per- 
suasion of friends might reverse.73 In contrast, Green and Hobhouse 
certainly thought the drunkard to be so crippled as to be beyond such 
friendly assistance. 

(ii) The other significant difference between Mill, on the one hand, 
and Hobhouse and Green, on the other, is that whereas Mill permits 
paternalism only in order to prevent the person from harming himself 
(what has been called ‘negative’ paternalism), Green and Hobhouse 
seem to advocate a ‘positive’ paternalism aimed at actually promoting 
development.”4 Considering all that modern liberals say about the dire 
consequences of coercion on development, it would certainly seem that 
Mill’’s position is much easier to justify within the framework of the 
modern liberal theory of man than any positive interference. 

However, it is not really accurate to say that idealists like Green 
actually sought to induce particular lines of development. Green, in 
fact, was adamant in maintaining that law could not actually induce 
growth and ‘[f] or this reason the effectual action of the state, i.e. the 
community acting through law, for the promotion of habits of true 
citizenship, seem necessarily to be confined to the removal of ob- 
stacles’.7> Now, according to Green (and the same holds true for Bos- 
anquet and Hobhouse), strong isolated desires obstruct development by 
hindering the rational organisation of personality into a coherent sys- 
tem. Hence, as these liberals saw it, to coercively repress a strong isolated 
impulse is not the same as actively promoting a particular line of 
development. By removing the obstacle, natural development — along 
whatever lines one’s individuality dictates — is allowed to proceed. To 
be sure, such coercive intérference is inferior to a creative solution that 
sublimates the underlying impulse into a coherent structure, but, in 
serious cases, it may be necessary (§IV.C.3). 

Although one’s first reaction to this argument may well be that it 
seeks to justify coercing a person to develop in a certain way under the 
guise of ‘removing obstacles’, on reflection it does not seem at all 
distorting to put the case in terms of removing obstacles. For as Green 
and Hobhouse saw the alcoholic, he was in many ways similar to an 
obsessive neurotic, ie. one who feels under the sway of ‘impulses which 
seem alien to him, and he is impelled to perform actions which not only 
afford him no pleasure but from which he is powerless to desist.’76 
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Now such feelings of compulsion clearly interfere with rational choice 
and the achievement of autonomy. Those in the grips of obsessions 
have difficulty adjusting their actions to their settled aims and the very 
intrusiveness of their obsessions impedes the normal conducting of 
everyday life.7”7 Indeed, as Freud saw it, ‘All these things combine to 
bring about an ever-increasing indecisiveness, loss of energy, and curtail- 
ment of freedom.’”8 Viewed this way, it surely makes sense to see the 
obsession as an obstacle to a healthy, developed personality. And, if 
so, to ‘free’ someone from the grip of the obsession is not so much to 
induce development as to remove a barrier and thus allow it to proceed. 
I am certainly not arguing here that the state ought to be allowed to 
coercively interfere with the lives of obsessional neurotics. But it does 
seem that those who charge that Green’s position on drink contradicts 
his principle that development cannot be induced by coercive measures 
are far too ready to dismiss the distinction between removing an im- 
pediment to the rational organisation of personality and attempting to 
coercively induce a particular sort of development. 


C. Civil Liberties 


The arguments that we have been examining provide reasons why, 
from the standpoint of development, liberty is good and coercion is 
bad. However, even a libertarian like Hayek, while insisting that coercion 
is evil and liberty good, acknowledges that coercion ‘cannot be alto- 
gether avoided because the only way to prevent it is by the threat of 
coercion’.7? Indeed a basic difference between the most libertarian 
liberal and the libertarian anarchist is that the liberal believes that 
coercion must be used, in fact institutionalised, despite its evil charac- 
teristics.89 The liberal may well accept that preventing a person from 
acting in accord with his own intentions always leads to some badness, 
but he still insists that it may be — indeed it often will be — justified 
by some overriding consideration such as the protection of another’s 
liberty. It is this sort of reasoning that leads Hobhouse and Dewey 
(§C.4) to maintain that in practice a devotion to liberty involves con- 
straints: to protect some sorts of liberty requires restraining others 
from interfering. Indeed, to a liberal like Dewey it is wrong to under- 
stand liberalism as committed to any general liberty to do as one likes 
— even if constrained by some proviso that such liberty be limited by a 
like liberty for others. What is essential to liberalism, he holds, is a 
system of liberties that allows one to do specific things and restrains 
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others from interfering. Consequently, Dewey looks to the American 
Bill of Rights as a genuine expression of liberal ideals because it guaran- 
tees essential liberties.81 Rawls’s position is similar. Although in A 
Theory of Justice he sometimes seems attracted to a general right to 
equal liberty, he has subsequently confirmed H.L.A.- Hart’s interpreta- 
tion according to which his equal liberty. principle is to be understood 
as endorsing a list of basic liberties.82 And, as Bernard Schwartz has 
noted, except for the political rights to vote and hold office, all Rawls’s 
basic rights are safeguarded by the Bill of Rights.85 Hobhouse too in- 
sists that one’s ‘liberty’ is really a group of specific liberties protected 
by rights. Indeed, the general emphasis in idealist writings on the 
importance of a system of rights as necessary for the development of 
personality indicates that they too are mainly concerned with a system 
of specific liberties: ‘Our liberty, or to use a good old expression, our 
liberties, may be identified with such a system considered as the condi- 
tion and guarantee of our becoming the best we have it in us to be, 
that is, of becoming ourselves.’® Of all our modern liberals only Mill 
seems to concentrate on a general right to liberty — viz. a right to lib- 
erty, the exercise of which does not cause harm to others — but, as we 
shall see, he too often focuses on arguments for specific liberties.8 

Not too surprisingly, modern liberals are by no means unanimous 
as to just what liberties are essential, Hobhouse provides an extensive 
list in his chapter on ‘The Elements of Liberalism’, mentioning not only 
‘civil’ and ‘personal’ liberty but, among others, ‘social liberty’ (involv- 
ing liberty of occupation), ‘domestic liberty’ (equal liberty between 
wives and husbands) and ‘national’ and even ‘international’ liberty.8” 
Most lists are certainly not this extensive. However, it does seem fairly 
certain that our modern liberals all endorse the traditional liberal civil 
liberties (e.g. as enunciated in the American Bill of Rights) as an essen- 
tial minimum. They are obviously encompassed in Hobhouse’s analysis 
and we have seen that Dewey, and presumably Rawls, has them in mind. 
Mill is, perhaps, not as straightforward, but throughout the course of 
Liberty we find him endorsing freedom of thought, of speech and the 
press, of association and religion, and it seems pretty clear that he 
assumes those liberties of persons implied by the rule of law.88 Once 
again, the real difficulty is with our two idealists. Green was especially 
insistent that the task of the moral philosopher does not include 
prescribing particular duties or, it would seem, rights.®9 He does tell us, 
though, that certain fundamental rights derive from human nature 
itself, including the rights to afree life, to property and certain family 
rights. And in his less philosophical writings he specifically points to 
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the importance of freedom of conscience. Bosanquet is hardly any 
more explicit, supporting ‘civil and moral liberty’ and, in an oblique 
way indeed, indicating as endorsement of freedom of thought, speech 
and religion.2! Although there is certainly room for disagreement 
here, I see no reason to dispute the oft-voiced conclusion — first sug- 
gested by Green himself — that Green’s (and I would add Bosanquet’s) 
commitment to the traditional liberal civil liberties probably differs 
little from Mill’s.% 

But not only do our modern liberals seem to concur in endorsing 
these traditional liberal liberties, but it also appears that most agree 
with Rawls that not all these liberties are ‘on par’. For Rawls, ‘The 
question of equal liberty of conscience is settled. It is one of the fixed 
points of our considered judgments . . . The reasoning in this case can 
be generalized to apply to other freedoms, although not always with 
the same force.’®3 Hobhouse’s position is not very different, identifying 
‘liberty of thought’ as a core liberty while Dewey and Tufts write that 
‘[lliberty to think, inquire, discuss, is central to the whole group of 
rights secured in theory to individuals in democratic social organiza- 
tion." Even Bosanquet, who is so often charged with sacrificing the 
person to the social good, seems to give intellectual freedom pride of 
place. He thus singles out the ‘systematising’ of the ‘intellectual being’ 
as an endeavour that need not be justified in terms of any social ideal. 
(Indeed, he asserts that an awakened mind is ‘the birthright of a civilized 
human being.’)® None of this should be too surprising: the intellect, 
we have seen, is the heart of all individualised development in modern 
liberal theory (§1.C.3). Consequently, when Dewey sought to sum- 
marise what he understood as the enduring liberal faith, his first tenet 
was the supreme importance of the intellect as a directing force in life 
and the second was a devotion to ‘freedom of thought and expression 
as a condition needed to realize this power of direction by thought’ % 

The strategy, then, is to argue from (i) the central importance of in- 
tellect to (ii) freedom of conscience and, as Rawls puts it, ‘generalize’ 
the case for (ii) to support (iii), various liberties of action. Assuming 
that the liberal case for moving from (i) to (ii) is fairly straightfor- 
ward,” it is worthwhile focusing for a moment on the move from (ii) 
to (iii). Rawls actually seems to have two ways of extending the argu- 
ment for freedom of conscience to endorse other liberties. The straight- 
forward generalisation argument contends that the reason we require 
freedom of conscience (i.e. that we form different conceptions of the 
good, embrace different beliefs, have different interests, etc.) also leads 
us to value liberties of action (e.g. freedom of association) that are 
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essential to pursuing our plans, interests, beliefs, etc. However, Rawls 
also ‘extends’ the argument for liberty of conscience by arguing that 
certain liberties of action are intrinsically related to it, indeed are in- 
cluded within it. As he sees it, ‘liberty of conscience’ entails not just 
freedom to think for oneself, but a liberty of each ‘to pursue their 
moral, philosophical, or religious interests without legal restrictions re- 
quiring them to engage or not to engage in any particular form of 
religious or other practice, and ... a legal duty [of others] not to inter- 
fere’.°8 Since this apparently is not to be viewed as a generalisation of the 
case for freedom of conscience but as part and parcel of it, the idea 
here would seem to be that beliefs, convictions, interests — thought 
itself — generally have practical implications and, consequently, to pro- 
tect the liberty to form ideas, beliefs, etc. but not to follow them 
would be to trivialise the liberty. The natural telos of thought is action, 
and so to protect and encourage the former we must protect the 
liberty to pursue the practical implications of thought. As Hobhouse 
pointed out, ‘liberty of thought is of very little avail without liberty 
to exchange thoughts — since thought is mainly a social product; and 
so with liberty of thought goes liberty of speech and liberty of writing, 
printing, and peaceable discussion’. 

Hobhouse’s reference to the ‘social’ nature of thought points to yet 
another way of extending the case for freedom of thought. Rather than 
arguing that action is necessary to give effect to thought, it can be 
maintained (reasonably enough) that action is necessary for the develop- 
ment of thought. Certainly this was Dewey’s main theme, insisting as 
he did that ‘there can be no greater fallacy’ than divorcing thought and 
social intercourse. Dewey’s constant concern with freedom of com- 
munication was a consequence of this insistence, as he held that to re- 
press freedom of speech or writing denies the mind the ‘nutriment and 
sustenance’ of varied points of view, thereby engendering mental apathy 
(SILC.1).10 He also thus argues from freedom of intellect to other 
liberties: 


While the idea is not always, not often enough, expressed in words, 
the basic freedom is that of mind and whatever degree of freedom 
of action and experience is necessary to produce freedom of intel- 
ligence. The modes of freedom guaranteed in the Bill of Rights are 
all of this nature: Freedom of belief and conscience, of expression 
of opinion, of assembly for discussion and conference, of the press 
as an organ of communication. They are guaranteed because without 
them individuals are not free to develop and society is deprived of 
what they might contribute.10 
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Although, as always, Dewey focuses here on communication, his 
argument would seem to extend further. On Dewey’s general pragmatic- 
experimentalist view. of. knowledge, great stress: is laid upon the inti- 
mate relation between practical activity — especially observation and 
experiment —.and intellect. And in his educational theory this leads 
him to insist that freedom of mind cannot be separated from freedom 
of action.!02 (One is tempted to say that Mill’s advocacy of ‘experi- 
ments of living’ is an appropriate extension of Dewey’s thesis, being 
motivated by Dewey-like fears as to the intellectual decay that is 
brought about by unreflective conformity.) In fact Dewey does seem 
willing to extend his thesis about the action requirements of intellect- 
ual vigour to at least one sort of activity that goes well beyond com- 
munication: i.e. occupations. ‘A calling’, he says, ‘is... of necessity an 
organizing principle for information and ideas; for knowledge and in- 
tellectual growth.’!3 This, of course, is a special application of the foc- 
using and organising function of vocations in individual development 
that I considered in Chapter I (§D.3). However, although Dewey’s 
line of argument here implies that intellectual growth requires that one 
have an occupation, it does not seem to entail a liberty to choose an 
occupation. At least to the extent that an occupation is required simply 
to organise knowledge and information, it would seem that an occupa- 
tion to which one was assigned might do as well as an occupation chosen 
by oneself. But the argument from unique natures, combined with this 
thesis about the more general organising role of careers, indicates that 
not only a vocation, but a congenial one, is required. ‘Nothing’, said 
Dewey drawing on both arguments, ‘is more tragic than failure to 
discover one’s true business in life, or to find that one has drifted or 
been forced by. circumstance into an uncongenial calling.’!% And so, 
given our unique natures, freedom of. occupation is essential (§B.1). 
Happily, my interpretation of modern liberal theory finds some con- 
firmation here, for not only Dewey but also Mill, Rawls and Hobhouse 
single out the liberty to choose one’s job in life as particularly import- 
ant, giving freedom of occupation a position co-equal (or nearly) with 
most of the traditional civil liberties.1°5 Characteristically, Green is 
virtually silent about this particular liberty. Somewhat more trouble- 
some for my thesis, though, is Bosanquet’s attitude: ‘Provision for 
adapting vocation to capacity is of course desirable’, he acknowledges, 
‘but in the end, whatever variety may be attainable, capacity must 
after all in a great degree adapt itself to the vocation.’ But Bosanquet 
immediately proceeds to point out that even where one may not have 
had a great deal of choice in selecting a vocation, a person nevertheless 
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is able to adapt the ‘spirit and temper’ of the work to one’s character. 
And, of course, Bosanquet did endorse the principle of careers open 
to talent.106 Still, it must be acknowledged that the idea of modifying 
capacities to suit vocations (rather than the other way around) has the 
potential to undermine not only the arguments for freedom of occupa- 
tion, but for many of the traditional civil liberties. As with Dewey’s 
doctrine that the modes of expressing capacities is essentially learned 
(§IV.A.3), it runs the risk of allowing that nearly any sort of life can 
suit our nature,107 

In the main, though, the modern liberal account of civil liberties and 
freedom of occupation attests to the fundamental place of develop- 
ment, and in particular intellectual development, in the modern liberal 
scheme of things. To the modern liberal, our liberties are instruments of 
development, at the heart of which is intellectual growth. Now it is 
important to realise that this is by no means the only way in which the 
liberal tradition has conceived of, or argued for, liberty. For example, 
although Dewey and Rawls seem to maintain that all the liberties pro- 
tected by the Bill of Rights are either implications or generalisations of 
the case for freedom of conscience, the American Constitution original- 
ly guaranteed freedom of assembly as a distinctively political right re- 
lated to the right to ‘petition the Government for a redress of grievances’ 
(although in the twentieth century the American courts seemed to 
have moved along Dewey’s path of assimilating it into free speech) 1° 
Indeed, even the freedoms of speech and of the press have been sup- 
ported as much for their political as for their intellectual benefits! 
More generally, we need to remind ourselves that liberals have not al- 
ways conceived of liberties as a means of development. Writing during 
the French Revolution, Jean-Joseph Mounier extolled the virtues of 
English liberalism to his countrymen, pointing out that ‘[t]he English 
use the words “security”, “property” when they wish to define civil 
or personal liberty. This definition is in fact entirely correct: all the ad- 
vantages of liberty are expressed in these two words.’!10 


D. Equal Liberty 


D.1. Equal Liberty and Proportionate Justice 


Throughout the analysis of civil liberty I have assumed an equality of 
liberty. But there are good reasons for questioning the desirability of 
such an equal distribution. If, as do the modern liberals, we argue for 
liberty on the basis of its development-promoting traits, a good case 
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can be made out that the distribution of liberty ought to conform to 
the distribution of talents, capacities, etc. And since modern liberals 
seem generally to believe that ‘individuals vary very greatly in their 
actual development and even their capacity of development’,!"! jt 
would seem that liberty ought to be unequally distributed. Alan Gewirth 
puts this ‘Principle of Proportionality’ more formally: 


When some quality Q justifies having certain rights R, and the pos- 
session of Q varies in the respect that is relevant to Q’s justifying 
the having of R, the degree to which R is had is proportional to or 
varies with the degree to which Q is had.1!2 


As Gewirth notes, some such notion seems intrinsic to the Aristotelian 
conception of distributive justice; ‘the just’, says Aristotle, ‘is a species 
of the proportionate’.13 If justice does indeed require that equals be 
treated equally and unequals unequally, it would seem that ‘men being 
of unequal capacity for development, their claims will differ.’!4 

In so far as the liberal accepts both the inequality of natural capaci- 
ties and some notion of proportionate justice, the most typical response 
to this case for inequality has been to search for some way in which 
men really are equal or alike. According to Amy Gutmann, for example, 
classical liberal equality turned on one of two ‘equality assumptions’; 
men were held to have either ‘equal passions’ or ‘equal rationality’, 
and it was on these sorts of equalities that equal political status was 
based.415 Of our modern liberals, Bosanquet provides a clear instance 
of this sort of argument. That ‘[a] ll men are equal’ and so ‘by nature’, 
he tells us, does not mean that all are equally good or equally capable, 
but ‘that all rational beings’ are ‘ “equal” in having within them a 
principle of self-government’ .116 

But this does not really seem to meet the challenge of the ‘propor- 
tional justice’ argument: when pushed, liberals are apt to admit that 
men are not strictly equal in their possession of rationality (or passions), 
but only roughly equal. But if, as seems likely, the degree of rationality 
possessed by men does indeed vary to some extent, then it seems that 
proportionate justice — at least in principle — demands an inequality of 
rights. More generally, it would seem that any attempt to base equal 
rights on the possession of some trait Q is apt to flounder on the exist- 
ence of some inequality in the distribution of @ among men. Faced 
with this sort of problem, some liberals have proffered a more sophisti- 
cated argument. According to Gewirth, for example, it is possible to 
base a case for equal rights on the possession of some trait Q, where it 
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is a characteristic of Q that although one can approach by degrees the 
status of possessing Q, once one has attained that status, it is not pos- 
sible to have more or less of Q. Gewirth’s own argument thus attempts 
to ground equal rights on our possession of ‘purposive agency’ which, 
he insists, does not admit of degrees.117 Although, he says, one can 
approach by degrees the status of purposive agency, once one has 
attained that status, doing things better, or being more intelligent, 
etc. does not make one more of a purposive agent. Hence those of us 
who are purposive agents are all equally so. 

Though he is less clear about it, Rawls seems to offer a similar ac- 
count of ‘the basis of equality’. According to Rawls’s version of the 
argument, it is not ‘prospective purposive agency’ but the capacity for 
moral personality (i.e. to have capabilities of forming conceptions of 
the good and capabilities for possessing a sense of justice) that provides 
the foundation of the claim to equal liberty.18 Although Rawls ac- 
knowledges that ‘individuals presumably have varying capacities for a 
sense of justice’, he insists that one need only satisfy the minimum 
conditions to achieve the capacity for moral personality. ‘Once a cer- 
tain minimum is met, a person is entitled to equal liberty on a par with 
everyone else.”119 In Gewirth’s language, Rawls’s argument would seem 
to be that although the capacities that enter into moral personhood 
vary, the capacity of moral personality itself does not admit of de- 
grees. If one has it, one has it, and it is impossible to obtain more. And 
in that sense all who are capable of a moral personality are equal. 

Such arguments, then, uphold equal liberty by trying to demonstrate 
an underlying equality among men. As such, they implicitly accept the 
Aristotelian conception of justice as the basis for distributing rights: 
to establish that people ought to be accorded equal rights, it is main- 
tained that people are really equal in the relevant respect. While these 
are important arguments, what seems particularly interesting about 
modern liberal theory is the extent to which such arguments are not 
drawn upon to endorse equal liberty. Modern liberals, I want to suggest, 
often — if not typically — argue for an equality of liberty not on 
grounds of justice but on the basis of instrumental/consequentialist 
considerations. Equal liberty, they hold, promotes the development of 
everyone — those with the greater liberty as well as those with the lesser 
— better than an inegalitarian distribution, even one that might seem to 
be in accordance with Aristotelian distributive justice. And it is held to 
do so because of man’s social nature. More specifically, equal liberty 
finds support in the modern liberal theories of (i) social life and (ii) 
community. 
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D.2. Arguments from Social Life 


It will be recalled (Ch. ID that the basic tenet of the modern liberal 
theory of social life, as articulated by the doctrines of social interest 
and the mutual stimulation of individualities, is that the development 
of others is necessary to our own satisfaction. As Hobhouse reminds us, 
there is one important difference between human and plant develop- 
ment: ‘the flower may become perfect at the expense of its neighbours, 
while for the man, this method of attaining perfection destroys it. 
The perfection of the human soul is a function of the perfection of 
others.’!20 Pretty obviously, this provides a foundation for arguments 
against inegalitarian distributions of liberty that sacrifice the develop- 
ment of some for the supposed greater development of others. Because 
the growth of others is a good to us, and necessary to our own satis- 
faction (§1I.B), to thwart the development of one’s fellows is ipso 
facto to hinder the satisfaction of one’s own nature. Moreover, because 
(according to the mutual stimulation argument) we require developed 
associates to spur our own individuality, each of us has a strong interest 
in encouraging the growth of our fellows.!21 As Bosanquet would say, 
acknowledging the claims of others does not constitute a ‘diminution 
of the self or a ‘curtailment’; rather, each ‘so far from surrendering 
some of his capacity for life through his fellowship with others [and 
admitting their rights], acquires and extends that capacity wholly in 
and through such fellowship.’ 122 

This line of reasoning underlies Green’s well-known thesis that a 
right — including that to life and liberty — ‘is a power claimed and re- 
cognised as contributory to a common good.’!23 According to Green, 
for one person to acknowledge the claim of another as a genuine right 
and appropriately respond, the two need to share and recognise a com- 
mon good: 


There can be no right without a consciousness of a common interest 
on the part of members of a society. Without this there might be 
certain powers on the part of individuals, but no recognition of these 
powers by others as powers of which they allow the exercise, nor 
any claim to such recognition; and without this recognition or claim 
to recognition there can be no right.1%4 


As we saw in an earlier chapter, according to Green’s doctrine of social 
interest, we are aware that each other’s development is mutually 
satisfying; consequently, I am aware that your development is a good to 
me as well as to you. In this sense, then, my acknowledgement of your 
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claim to develop your nature does indeed rest on my recognition of a 
common good between us. But although strictly speaking all Green 
needs here is the theory of social interest, he actually goes further to 
call on (at least) the ‘weak’ notion of community gua consciousness of 
the organic unity of social life (§TII.B.1). Green is not simply concerned 
with a common good between any two individuals but a shared good 
of the right claimant and a society. As Green depicts it, for the prac- 
tice of rights to exist, a group of people must be cognizant of a group- 
wide common good; being aware of the common good, the group — 
ie. the community — secures to each those powers necessary for 
the individual to contribute.!25 In this sense, then, Green’s theory 
of rights presupposes not only that men share a social life but also 
that they be alive to the community-wide scope of these organic 
relations. 

Green appears to have thought that such ‘fellowship’ (which admit- 
tedly has overtones of affective ties too) required that persons recog- 
nise each. other as ‘equal and alike’ (§II.B.2). Indeed, he believed that 
all rights are necessarily equal rights.!26 However, it is not at all clear 
that the theory of social interest — even if combined with the weak 
sense of community — really provides a basis for a strict equality of 
liberty. If each is accorded liberty proportionate with his or her capaci- 
ties for development, each will be able to make a contribution to.social 
life proportionate with those abilities. Hence, he or she will still enrich 
others and they in turn will contribute to his or her development. In 
order, then, to establish that liberty should be not only widely distrib- 
uted but also equally distributed, something else seems to be needed. 
It is here that Rawls’s extension of social interest (§II.B.2) comes into 
play. In Rawls’s view, not only do we have an intrinsic interest in the 
lives of our associates but we also require that they confirm the worth 
of our plans and projects. Now Rawls believes that in a system of 
unequal liberty those with the lesser liberty are apt to lose self-respect; 
their ‘subordinate ranking in the public forum expressed in the at- 
tempt to take part in political and economic life, and felt in dealing 
with those who have greater liberty, would indeed be humiliating and 
destructive of self-esteem’.127 Moreover, this loss of self-respect would 
produce, as it were, a ripple effect throughout society: those who do 
not respect themselves, we are told, are grudging in their affirmation 
of others’ worth which, in turn, damages the basis of others’ self- 
respect. In sum, Rawls contends that an inequality of basic liberties 
would make a mutually appreciative and mutually enriching social life 
‘difficult if not impossible to achieve’ 128 
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D.3. Arguments from Community 


Green and Rawls thus centre their main arguments from human nature 
for equal liberty on the theory of social life. To be sure, Green’s goes 
somewhat beyond, to a weak theory of community, but it does not 
seem to call on communitarian sentiments. Mill’s argument does. In 
the third chapter of Liberty, Mill squarely faces the problem of the 
great man: viz. might not an insistence upon the (equal) rights of all 
lead to a ‘compression’ of ‘the stronger specimens of human nature’? 
Mill’s answer is a ‘yes, but’, adding quickly that the strong man so con- 
tained receives 


a full equivalent in the better development of the social part of his 
nature, rendered possible by the restraint put upon the selfish part. 
To be held to rigid rules of justice for the sake of others, develops 
the feelings and capacities which have the good of others for their 
object.129 


This ought not to be viewed as an isolated remark. In The Subjection 
of Women Mill identifies justice with a morality premised on equality , 
as opposed, for instance, to moralities based on chivalry or generosity. 
And we have already seen that Mill’s psychology connects sympathetic 
feelings and equality (§III.C.3); consequently, Mill tells us that human 
relations are properly grounded upon equality infused with ‘sympathetic 
association’ .190 

The basic argument, then, is (to use Green’s language) that even if 
the strong man’s ‘special qualities of command’ are less developed in an 
egalitarian order, ‘the capabilities implied in social adjustment become 
what they could not be before’.13! An order premised on equal rights 
to liberty is held to give rise to a civic community resting on loyalty 
and public feelings, or, to use a word often employed by Dewey, 
fraternity.152 In this respect, then, modern liberals hold that the French 
Revolution’s triumvirate of values — Liberty, Equality and Fraternity 
— are not only interrelated but, at least potentially, are mutually sup- 
porting. However, although on this analysis fraternity seems to have 
significant egalitarian implications, it certainly is consistent with some 
sorts of inequalities and, at least in Rawls’s eyes, this includes some 
instances of unequal liberty. Although Rawls seems to share Mill’s 
conviction that unequal liberty normally interferes with the unfolding 
of communitarian sentiments,!33 as is well known, he allows that under 
some conditions an unequal distribution of liberty might be justified. 
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If, say, economic conditions are so dire that some persons (P) are unable 
to really exercise a basic liberty, Rawls maintains that it may be permis- 
sible to pursue policies that infringe this liberty of P if the policies are 
instrumental in bringing about conditions in which the liberty can be 
effectively exercised by P. Now in these special conditions Rawls holds 
that this unequal distribution of liberties is an expression of fraternity. 
Comparing the community to a family (§III.C.3), Rawls writes that 
‘[t] hose better circumstanced are willing to have their greater advan- 
tages only under a scheme in which this works out for the benefit of 
the less fortunate’ 14 

In some respects Bosanquet’s position is similar. As Bosanquet sees 
it, individuals possess ‘prima facie’ equal claims (rights), and differ- 
ences in treatment not only have to be justified but generally must be 
done in a way that will satisfy the person being denied ‘equal justice’. 
‘He knows that different people need different things; but he does not 
think he has justice unless he approves the reason for the difference.’ 
And if reasons are not forthcoming, Bosanquet believes that unless he 
is ‘domesticated’ and slavish, a person will in the end rebel. For Bosan- 
quet, though, it would seem to be appeals to the ‘public good’ that are 
‘satisfying’ and thus allow for the infringement of individual rights 
without hostility. If citizens are devoted to the common good, then 
the ‘violation’ of individual claims to justice can be consistent with 
social solidarity. However, we should not conclude from this that 
Bosanquet thought individual rights unimportant or that the individ- 
ual should generally be forced to sacrifice for the common good; it 
was self-surrender of rights, not an imposed surrender, that Bosanquet 
had in mind. ‘It is true in the most literal sense that justice comes 
before generosity, though not above it. A man can only surrender what 
is recognised as his.’155 

It is doubtful that Mill would be as prepared as either Bosanquet or 
Rawls to allow that social solidarity can be had in the presence of 
inequalities of basic liberties. For in addition to his general account of 
sympathy, Mill advances a specific thesis as to the corrupting conse- 
quences of ‘privilege’. In The Subjection of Women Mill is explicit 
in maintaining that the inequality of status between men and women 
not only has distorted and cramped the development of females but 
also has corrupted males. ‘There is nothing which men so easily learn 
as . . . self-worship: all privileged persons, and all privileged classes, 
have had it.’ Those who occupy such ‘privileged’ positions are thus said 
to be ‘arrogant’ and ‘overbearing’ and lack respect for their inferiors. 
Indeed, Mill depicts them as perverted ‘both as . . . individual[s] and 
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as . . . social being[s]’.15° Dewey and Tufts agree that all are perverted 
as social beings by such inequalities: 


A very considerable portion of what is regarded as the inherent self- 
ishness of mankind is the product of an inequitable distribution of 
power — inequitable because it shuts out some from the conditions 
which evoke and direct their capacities, while it produces a one- 
sided growth in those who have privilege.137 


On this view an inegalitarian distribution of liberties is a danger to 
human development even if (as Rawls asserts) it works out for the bene- 
fit of those with the lesser liberty, for it would still presumably tend to 
corrupt the apparently privileged. Mill and Dewey thus seem to postu- 
late a tighter link between equality and fraternity than, say, either 
Rawls or Bosanquet. 

By linking equal liberty and fraternity in this way modern liberals 
seem to again be asserting that individuality and community can be 
reconciled, indeed harmonised (§II.E). Community can only exist, 
they tell us, if all are assured equal rights to plan their own lives. But 
while this does indeed imply that.a good deal of community is consist- 
ent with individuality, it does not seem that the argument does away 
with the tension. For essential to the modern liberal position here are 
claims that those denied equal liberty will be alienated and hostile or 
that those with greater liberty will be arrogant, self-glorifying etc. But 
for these reactions to occur, it must be true that people are not fully 
immersed in the community. If, as Bosanquet suggests, each were entirely 
and without reservation devoted to communal well-being (or as Hume 
would say, we all were to ‘kindle in the common blaze’), it would 
seem that those with the lesser liberty would not be alienated nor would 
those with the greater be corrupted. All would be emersed in the com- 
monweal with no thought of self. The modern liberal link between 
community and equal liberty thus assumes individualised personalities 
sufficiently concerned with self to be alienated or corrupted, and so it 
would seem, a condition far short of ‘total community’. 

To conclude: my concern in this section has been to show that mod- 
ern liberals have upheld an equality of liberty on the grounds that it 
promotes the development of all. The arguments supporting this claim 
have been various indeed, pointing to some extent to the benefits of 
equality for individuality but, primarily, emphasising the way in which 
equal (or at least widely distributed) liberty encourages social interest 
and fraternity (community). It is important to attend to these argu- 
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ments. The consequence of not doing so is, I think, to entertain a 
distorted view of the status of equal liberty in modern liberal theory. 
Perhaps the most striking instance of such distortion is Rawls’s own 
analysis of Mill, in which he clearly lays out Mill’s argument linking 
individuality and liberty but then concludes: 


But Mill’s contentions, as cogent as they are, will not, it seems, 
justify an equal liberty for all . . .One must suppose a certain simil- 
arity among individuals, say their equal capacity for the activities 
and interests of men as progressive beings, and in addition a prin- 
ciple of the diminishing marginal value of basic rights when assigned 
to individuals. In the absence of these presumptions the advance- 
ment of human ends may be compatible with some persons’ being 
oppressed, or at least granted but a restricted liberty.158 


All this would be true enough if the only arguments for liberty from 
human nature were those based on the promotion of individuality. But 
if nothing else is clear by now, it should be manifest that neither 
the modern liberal theory nor arguments from it to liberty are exhausted 
by individuality. Because the modern liberal man — with whom both 
Mill and Rawls are concerned — is a social being, and because modern 
liberals posit an intimate tie between sociability (especially commun- 
ity) and equality, a commitment to equal liberty goes far deeper in 
Mill’s theory of man than Rawls suggests. 
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VI DEMOCRACY 


A. Protective and Developmental Democracy 


After explaining the English notion of ‘civil or personal liberty’ to his 
compatriots (§ V.C), Jean-Joseph Mounier went on to note: 


There is another kind of liberty, called political liberty, without 
which the first [civil or personal] cannot endure. Montesquieu 
says that it consists in the conviction of being secure. It would 
perhaps be even better to say that political liberty is the collection 
of means sufficient to guarantee and maintain personal liberty, 
to shelter it as much as possible from the errors and passions of 
those who exercise sovereign power.! 


In so far as classical liberals are democrats at all, this would seem to be 
their main case for democracy. Theirs is what C.B. Macpherson has 
called ‘protective democracy’;? political liberty — most importantly 
the right to vote — is held to be essential to protect the liberties and 
interests of the governed from potentially tyrannical and oppressive 
governors. Such a conception of democracy remains dominant to this 
day in those usually classified as classical liberals; F.A. Hayek, for 
example, reminds us that democracy ‘is an ideal worth fighting for 
to the utmost, because it is our only protection . . . against tyranny. 
Though democracy itself is not freedom . . . it is one of the most im- 
portant safeguards of freedom.’> As the classical liberal sees it, then, 
the value of political liberty largely stems from its importance in pro- 
tecting the all-important civil (or personal) liberties.4 

To some extent, this ‘protective function’ of political liberty persists 
in modern liberalism. Indeed, Mill’s first argument supporting democracy 
as ‘the ideally best form of government? is that ‘the rights and interests 
of every or any person are only secure from being disregarded, when 
the person interested is himself able, and habitually disposed, to stand 
up for them’.> Pretty obviously, underlying this defence of suffrage is 
some assumption that each is the best judge and guardian of his own 
rights and interests or, in Dewey’s homely phrase, each knows better 
than anyone else ‘where the shoe pinches’. Now. the importance of this 
argument in liberal theory ought not to be underestimated: it again 
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points to the fundamentally anti-paternalistic perspective of liberals, 
insisting as they do that normal adult citizens are not dependents 
or wards of the state (or of anyone else for that matter), and are thus 
responsible for looking after their own interests.7 Nevertheless, import- 
ant as this argument is, it is not the case for democracy dear to the 
hearts of our modern liberals. As commentators such as Macpherson 
and Carole Pateman have quite rightly argued, the emphasis of liberals 
like James Mill on ‘protective democracy’ gives way in J.S. Mill and 
those who follow him to advocacy of a ‘developmental democracy’. 
To the modern liberal, the superiority of democracy over other forms 
of government chiefly rests on its superior ability to encourage the 
‘self-development of all the members of the society.’® 

I begin this chapter, then, by examining in just what ways modern 
liberals have thought democracy, or. more particularly, democratic 
participation, encourages the development of human nature (§B). 
However, I show in §C that these developmental arguments are not the 
only way in which the modern liberal theory of human nature enters 
into their analysis of democracy: in order to have a non-despotic 
democracy, liberals like Mill, Hobhouse and Bosanquet have insisted 
on the necessity of a ‘spirit of community’. I also take up in §C other 
issues relating to despotic regimes, including their possible justification 
(§C.3). Finally, I close in §D by briefly suggesting that Mill (as well as 
many contemporary writers) generally overestimates the importance of 
democratic participation in promoting the development of human 
nature. 


B. The Developmental Case for Democracy 


BI. Intellectual Development 


In what might reasonably be regarded as the canonical modern liberal 
text on developmental democracy, Representative Government, Mill 
stresses the intellectual benefits of participating in public affairs: 


Notwithstanding the defects of the social system and moral ideas 
of antiquity, the practice of the dicastery and the ecclesia raised 
the intellectual standard of an average Athenian citizen far beyond 
anything of which there is yet an example in any other mass of men, 
ancient or modern . . . A benefit of the same kind, though far less 
in degree, is produced on Englishmen of the lower middle class by 
their liability to be placed on juries and to serve parish offices; 
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which, though it does not occur to so many, nor is so continuous, 
nor introduces them to so great a variety of elevated considerations, 
as to admit of comparison with the public education which every 
citizen of Athens obtained from her democratic institutions, must 
make them nevertheless very different beings, in range of ideas and 
development of faculties, from-those who have done nothing in their 
lives but drive a quill, or sell goods over a counter.? 


The idea that participation in political affairs is educative or spurs 
intellectual growth is a pervasive one in modern liberal writings. Green, 
for instance, claims that only if one has either a direct or indirect role 
in government — ‘by himself acting as a member or by voting for the 
members of a supreme or provincial assemblies’ — can he be an ‘intelli- 
gent’ patriot rather than simply a loyal subject.!0 Hobhouse is more 
straightforward, telling us that ‘the exercise of popular government is 
itself an education.’!1 And, of course, Dewey was particularly insistent 
on the educational benefits of democracy; the ‘full education’ of 
‘personality’, he writes, ‘comes only when there is a responsible share 
on the part of each person, in proportion to capacity, in shaping the 
aims and policies of the social groups to which he belongs.’ And this 
‘fact’, Dewey concludes, ‘fixes the significance of democracy’.!? 

We saw in §V B.2 that all deliberative choice promotes development, 
so to some extent the argument for political participation is simply an 
extension of the developmental case of liberty in general. But modern 
liberals see the educative/developmental case for political participation 
as more than simply a special case of the argument for free choice. 
It educates, they suggest, in a way that goes beyond that depicted 
by the choice and development argument. Thus, for instance, Mill 
argued that involvement in political affairs was especially stimulating 
and educative as it ‘elevates the mind to large interests and contempla- 
tions; the first step out of the narrow bounds of individual and family 
selfishness, the first opening in the contracted round of daily occupa- 
tions’.13 Political deliberation thus promotes intellectual development 
not only because it requires the exercise of the reasoning faculties in 
making a choice (as does all practical deliberation), but also because it 
encourages citizens to dwell on subjects that transcend their everyday 
experience and, so, stretches their intellectual horizon. 

Such expansion can occur in two distinct ways. First, merely by en- 
tering the political realm the citizen is introduced to a range of ideas 
and issues which are not encountered in his everyday life. As Mill says 
in our canonical text, one who participates in politics is introduced to 
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a far wider ‘range of ideas’ than those ‘who have done nothing in their 
lives but drive -a quill, or sell goods over.a.counter’. This sort of ex- 
pansion apparently can take place even if one’s aim when participating 
in politics is. to advance self-interest. By taking the pursuit of. self- 
interest into the political realm the citizen will face new problems 
and gain a wider perspective of his own welfare than if, say, he restricts 
himself to commercial activities. However, Mill suggests a way in which 
even greater expansion might occur. In the sentence following the 
passage I quoted, Mill turns to the ‘moral part of the instruction afford- 
ed by the participation of the private citizen, if even rarely, in public 
functions’. If, Mill goes on to say, one engages in public affairs with the 
aim of promoting the common good rather than private interest, one 
comes to see problems in a new light since one is then ‘to be guided, 
in cases of conflicting claims, by another rule than his own partialities’. 
Rawls, paraphrasing Mill, maintains that such deliberation ‘leads to a 
larger conception of society and to the development of his intellectual 
and moral faculties’.!4 When participating in politics in this way, not 
only does one confront a different range of issues than encountered in 
everyday life, but one undergoes an expansion in aims and thus gains a 
new perspective on problems and, in general, the nature of the social 
order (see §B.2). 

Dewey’s argument is a bit different. To Dewey, ‘democracy’ does 
not simply denote a form of government characterised by the selection 
of governors through frequent elections in which all, or at least the 
great majority, of adult citizens have the right to vote. As Dewey under- 
stands it, these traditional forms of political democracy are ‘expedients’ 
for realising a broader, more democratic way of life and are thus ‘not 
a final end and a final value’.15 In its wider sense, ‘democracy’ means 
for Dewey a type of society characterised by a free exchange of ideas, 
varied intercourse, and an ‘intelligent’ attitude towards and within 
social institutions. The democratic community, in short, is one in which 
the ideals of intellectual growth and the liberation of individual powers 
inform all social life and institutions.!® It is not hard to see, then, how 
Dewey’s democracy is educative (indeed, the claim comes close to being 
analytic). More difficult, though, is to make out how this provides a 
special case for the political forms normally associated with democracy. 
Is there anything especially educative about political participation, or 
is it simply one sort of educative experience, to be placed alongside 
schools, ‘cultural appreciation’, work experience, etc.? (See §D.) 

Although at times it might seem that Dewey does not think demo- 
cratic political forms to be especially important or educative, he engages 
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in at least one line of reasoning that does uphold their somewhat special 
educative status. As we saw at the beginning of this section, Dewey 
argues that the full education of personality requires that each have a 
‘responsible share’ in ‘shaping the aims and policies of the social groups 
to which he belongs’. In Dewey’s eyes, participation in group decision- 
making both (i) leads one to learn from the perspectives and exper- 
iences of others and (ii) to the extent one is willing to take responsibil- 
ity for the outcomes, the intellect is developed as one comes to fore- 
cast outcomes, consider alternatives, etc. ‘[R] esponsibility as an ele- 
ment in intellectual attitudeis. . . the disposition to consider in advance 
the probable consequences of any projected step and deliberately to 
accept them: to accept them in the sense of taking them into account, 
acknowledging them in action, not yielding a mere verbal assent.’!7 
Apparently it is the conjunction of these two features — an enrichment 
induced by the differences of others and an encouragement of respon- 
sible attitudes — that leads Dewey to stress the intellectual benefits of 
collective decision-making. While, as Dewey emphasises, it is not only 
governmental decision-making that expands and educates in this way, 
political participation is certainly an instance of a common deliberation 
that yields a collective decision and is thus a particularly educative ex- 
perience. 

Dewey’s focus on responsibility and collective decision-making is 
important as it provides a way to connect the modern liberal thesis 
about the developmental benefits of participation with suffrage (or 
in some way actually having a voice in the decision-making process). 
It is imperative for modern liberals to make some such connection, for 
although most of their arguments are about the happy developmental 
consequences of participating in political affairs, they want to use such 
arguments to support a universal adult suffrage (or something very close 
to it), Consequently, they must somehow argue against the possibility 
that one might gain the educative benefits of participation (through 
following political events, forming an opinion about them, etc.) with- 
out actually having a voice in how political issues are to be decided. 
Dewey’s ‘responsibility argument” suggests one way of doing it: viz. 
that only by having a ‘responsible share’ in shaping the group’s policies 
and aims will one reap the full educative benefits of participation. 
Mill proffers a different argument: 


A person must have a very unusual taste for intellectual exercise in 
and for itself, who will put himself to the trouble of thought when 
it is to have no outward effect, or qualify himself for functions 
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which he has no chance of being allowed to exercise. The only 
sufficient incitement to mental exertion, in any but a few minds in 
a generation, is the prospect of some practical use to be made of its 
results. 18 


It needs to be emphasised that neither Mill nor Dewey argues that the 
act of voting once every few years is especially educative.19 The thesis 
is that voting is a necessary condition for any real interest in politics 
(Mill) or to gain the full benefits of participation (Dewey). Participation 
and deliberation, then, are the prime educative experiences, voting 
being subsidiary though necessary. 


B.2. Consciousness of Community 


Dewey’s arguments for the educative benefits of democracy typically 
make two distinct claims. According to the one that we have been 
examining, democratic participation promotes the development, part- 
icularly the intellectual development, of individuals. But, secondly, 
and perhaps even more importantly in Dewey’s eyes, the exchange of 
views and communication inherent in democractic participation widens 
the area of shared interests and values. ‘In order to have a large number 
of values in common’, Dewey writes, ‘all the members of the group 
must have an equable opportunity to receive and to take from others. 
There must be a large variety of shared undertakings and experiences.’20 
In the absence of common undertakings and shared experiences, 
society tends to split into mutually suspicious classes unable to under- 
stand each other’s life experiences. As Dewey sees it, then, demo- 
cratic deliberation increases the scope and awareness of commonality; 
translated into the terms of our analysis in Chapter III, it encourages 
a conscious like-mindedness, which, we saw, is fundamental to his 
understanding of community (§III.B.1). This, then, is the basis of 
Dewey’s claim that democracy ‘is the idea of community life itself.’21 

Green proffered a similar sort of argument although, consistent with 
his focus on organic unity (§III.B.1), he stressed how democratic 
participation educates the citizen ‘to regard the work of the state as a 
whole, and to transfer to the whole the interest which otherwise his 
particular experience would lead him to feel only in that part of its 
work that goes to the maintenance of his own and his neighbour’s 
rights’.22, Democratic participation thus expands one’s intellectual 
horizon by promoting an awareness of the way in which the state 
advances the good of all rather than seeing it simply as a device to 
protect one’s private rights and interests. As Green puts it, the active 
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citizen comes to appreciate ‘the good which in common with others he 
derives from the state’.2> This, of course, is simply another aspect of 
the Millian educative argument that we explored in the previous section. 
In so far as the citizen engages in politics with the aim of promoting the 
common good, not only is his intellectual horizon expanded, but it 
expands in such a way that he comes to appreciate the unity (be it 
‘organic’ or ‘mechanical’) of the state and thus becomes cognizant 
of his status as a member of a larger community. 

It has been said that Bosanquet’s conception of democracy differs 
significantly from Green’s and, indeed, all other modern liberals.24 
Unlike Green, and even more Mill and Dewey, it might seem that 
Bosanquet does not endorse a deliberative democracy giving rise to a 
consciousness of communal unity. If we recall Bosanquet’s theory of 
the ‘common mind or will (§II.D.2), we remember that he believes 
that those who share a common will have many leading ideas in common 
and, indeed, ‘[t]heir minds are similarly or correlatively organized’. 
This common mental organisation of members of a community is the 
psychological basis of Bosanquet’s theory of the ‘general will’. The 
‘general will’ of a community is its ‘system of dominant ideas’ implied 
by its collective life. As such, the ‘general will’ cannot be identified 
with any single vote or expression of public opinion at any particular 
time. And Bosanquet is also very clear that no individual, ‘not the great- 
est statesman or historical philosopher, has in his mind, even in theory, 
much less as a practical object, the real development in which his com- 
munity is moving’. The concrete manifestation of the general will thus 
is not to be found in the consciousness of either the masses or of great 
men, but in the laws and institutions which inform the life of a part- 
icular community .?5 

All this supports the claim that Bosanquet’s theory places a great 
deal of weight on unconscious unity and, consequently, puts less stress 
than, say, Dewey’s, on deliberative democracy as a way to promote 
consciousness of unity. More than that, though, because settled institu- 
tions rather than expressions of popular opinion are more apt to be 
bona fide manifestations of the general will, Bosanquet adamantly 
opposes any move towards plebiscitary democracy. Such democracy, 
he argues, attempts to move away from ‘the organised life, institutions, 
and selected capacity of a nation to that nation regarded as an aggre- 
gate of isolated individuals’.2© Having said that much, however, it needs 
to be emphasised that Bosanquet’s theory does ascribe significant roles 
to both consciousness or unity and political deliberation. 

To begin with, we need to realise that Bosanquet’s thesis is that a 
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great deal of the basis of social unity is unconscious, not that members 
of a community are unaware of the fact that they are unified and share 
a common good. Indeed, Bosanquet asserts that a ‘consciousness of 
connection’ is necessary to the formation of a general will. Moreover, 
following Green, Bosanquet insists that ‘either [taking] part in the 
work of the State, or at least be[ing] familiar with such work, through 
interest in his fellows’ share of it’ is necessary if one is to go beyond 
simple inclusion in the social mind and ‘be in some degree aware of the 
connection between its place and the whole — of the appercipient struc- 
ture to which it belongs.’2? But, as I said in the third chapter, Bosanquet 
not only asserts that members of a community are conscious of their 
unity, but that ‘the general will is a process continuously emerging from 
the relatively unconscious into reflective consciousness’ (S$III.B.1). 
As Bosanquet depicts it, the dominant system of social ideas — the 
general will — ‘is never quite harmonious’ and so stands in need of 
constant rationalisation, ie. harmonisation (see §1.D.2). Now while 
this too is accomplished to some extent unconsciously via the clash of 
interests and viewpoints within the community, it also occurs through 
‘reflective discussion’. Discussion and deliberation thus serve an import- 
ant function in interpreting just what the general will is and, through 
criticism, producing a more coherent system of social ideas. What 
Bosanquet really wants to stress in regard to deliberation and criticism 
is that they should be an ongoing process in one’s life and not ‘a single 
casual reflective judgement’, i.e. an occasional act of voting. Conse- 
quently, Bosanquet insists that it is regarding matters with which we are 
most intimately acquainted and in our own locality that the process 
of criticism and reformulation will be most effective, and it is in this 
way that the general will emerges into consciousness.78 

This emphasis on the developmental consequences of participation 
in local affairs is, of course, a central theme in a great deal of modern 
liberal-democratic writings, particularly Mill’s. Indeed, because it affords 
a greater opportunity for continuous involvement by a large number of 
people in public affairs, Mill maintained that ‘local administrative in- 
stitutions are the chief instrument’ for the ‘nourishment of public 
spirit and the development of intelligence’ of citizens.2? We saw in 
Chapter II (§C.4) how local public spirit might spill over into or con- 
nect up with a more extensive national public spirit. However, it is 
less clear how local participation would contribute to consciousness 
of one’s unity with the larger community. If anything, it would seem to 
have considerable potential for inducing a narrow, provincial outlook. 
Of course this is not a damning objection to such participation; it may 
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merely provide a good reason for using Green’s life as our model and 
participating in national as well as local affairs so as to counteract any 
narrowing effects of the latter.5%0 However, organicists such as Hob- 
house and Bosanquet apparently resist this idea; properly understood, 
involvement in ‘local’ affairs should, they believe, lead to a conscious- 
ness of a wider communal unity. ‘The modern State’, Hobhouse points 
out, ‘is a vast and complex organism.’ If the citizen begins with those 
issues that affect him directly, ‘the affairs of his trade union or, again, 
of his chapel’, he ‘comes into touch with wider questions — with a 
Factory Bill or an Education Bill’.3! And in dealing with these issues, 
Hobhouse goes on to say, the citizen is not acting as a lone individual 
but as a member of an ‘intermediate organization’ which provides a 
focus for his involvement as well as a sense of efficacy. Now while 
this is not, strictly speaking, an instance of involvement in ‘local affairs’, 
the same principle would seem to apply. If the affairs of a community 
really do form a complex network, it is plausible to argue that intelli- 
gent involvement at one level provides a perspective for insight into the 
organic unity of the nation’s life. Ideally, at any rate, concern with af- 
fairs that most directly affect one’s life leads to increasingly remote 
issues, demonstrating the interconnection and complexity of the com- 
munity’s affairs. 


B.3. Communal Sentiments 


As I said in the third chapter, modern liberals have not been satisfied 
with conceptions of community premised simply on cognizance of 
communal unity. Again and again they are drawn to some notion of 
affective ties among members of a community. This attraction is espe- 
cially manifest in their developmental arguments for democracy. If 
we return once again to our canonical text, we will see that Mill im- 
mediately follows his educative arguments for political participation 
with a thesis about the growth of social sentiments. Not only does one 
who engages in politics with a view towards promoting the commonweal 
gain in ‘understanding’ but he also ‘is made to feel himself one of the 
public’. Such participation is thus said to be a ‘school of public spirit’ 
giving rise to an ‘unselfish . . . identification with the public’.*2 While 
no doubt these comments are open to differing interpretations, it would 
appear that Mill has in mind here the sort of affective communal bond- 
ing that I have called ‘patriotism’, i.e. feelings of unity with an abstract 
whole (§III.C.2). And this would seem a reasonable enough extension 
of the consciousness of the unity/common good argument: as one be- 
comes aware of oneself as a member of a more inclusive public united 
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by a common good, one may well develop feelings of loyalty and devo- 
tion to the whole. Now what is especially interesting here is that, de- 
spite both the obviousness and plausibility of this sort of argument, it 
is not that upon which our modern liberals (including perhaps Mill 
himself) mainly rely. As I suggested in the third chapter, modern lib- 
erals seek a fairly intense form of community and thus are driven from 
patriotism to sympathy/fraternity (SIII.C.3). Green is very clear about 
this. After advancing the claim that democratic participation induces 
an awareness of connection and a common good, he immediately adds 
that this is not sufficient to render patriotism a ‘passion’. For really 
strong sentiments of unity to arise, Green believes that one must feel 
bound to one’s compatriots ‘by ties analogous to those which bind him 
to his family, ties derived from a common-dwelling place with its 
associations, from common memories, traditions and customs, and 
from common ways of feeling and thinking which a common language 
and still more a common literature embodies’ 33 

It is not Green, however, but Hobhouse (and, oddly enough, Mill) 
who is most explicit in tying the rise of this type of social feeling to 
democratic government. According to Hobhouse’s Democracy and 
Reaction, democratic self-government ‘is the natural instrument of a 
growing sense of social solidarity and the appropriate organ of a stirring 
national life’.44* As Hobhouse understands it, the distinction between 
‘democratic and undemocratic governments is that between governments 
that represent the whole community and those in which one part of 
the community directs a government that is apt to be seen as alien and 
hostile by the rest.35 Mill — whose writings on democracy rely on both 
‘patriotism’ and ‘fraternity’ — saw undemocratic governments in a 
similar light, telling us that those who are denied a voice in government 
are prone to be either ‘malcontents’ or absorbed in private affairs.6 
In neither case are they likely to develop that public spirit/sympathy 
with their fellows which, Mill was convinced, is nurtured. by particip- 
ation in public affairs. In contradistinction, democratic government 
endeavours to break down the aristocratic distinction between rulers 
and ruled and so, as Hobhouse says, generates ‘mutual confidence’ 
and ‘charity’, or as Mill would say, ‘fellow-feeling’, among citizens.3” 
All this, of course, is in the spirit of Hobhouse’s and Mill’s analyses of 
sympathy, according to which class divisions inhibit the perception of 
commonality upon which sympathetic sentiments are held to rest 
(see §III.C.3). Democratic government is thus said to promote fellow 
feeling as all citizens share a common, and presumably equal, political 
status. (But things are a bit more complicated; see §C.3 below.) 
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C. Community, Democracy and Despotism 


C1. The Communal Foundations of Democracy 


Although Hobhouse maintains that democratic institutions and practices 
encourage the growth of solidaric sentiments, he does not believe that 
they are likely to create a community where none exists. A properly 
functioning democracy, he tells us, presupposes a principle of ‘com- 
munity’. ‘A spirit rather than a formula, it means that all differences 
within the body which it animates are differences within and subordin- 
ate to a deeper and more comprehensive agreement, and that within 
this agreement no section is left out.’38 In the absence of this spirit of 
solidarity and unity (as Green put it, ‘that impalpable congeries of the 
hopes and fears of a people, bound together by common interests and 
sympathy’),39 Hobhouse concludes that the minority are apt to look 
upon the majority as an alien, oppressive power, even in a democratic 
regime. If the state is split ‘into two (or more) portions by race, religion, 
colour, nationality, or whatever it may be’, and if one is a standing 
majority and the other a perpetual minority, the consequence is the 
same as a constitutionally oligarchic regime. ‘We do not govern our- 
selves’, Hobhouse has the minority saying, ‘because we are not one 
with you.’40 

Hobhouse’s principle or spirit of community shares some important 
similarities with Bosanquet’s theory of the general will, a doctrine of 
which Hobhouse is the leading critic. According to Bosanquet, because 
we share a common life with others in our community, in order to 
arrive at our ‘real’ or ‘rational’ will (§V.B.3) not only must ‘what we 
want at any moment .. . be corrected and amended by what we want at 
all other moments’, but it also must be corrected so ‘as to harmonise 
it with what others want, which involves an application of the same 
process to’ them’. Now just why this should be so is not clear; if the 
minds of members of the same community are similarly organised, it 
would seem that the consequence ought to be that the process of ration- 
alisation in each will yield similar sorts of ‘real wills’, not that (as Bos- 
anquet maintains), everyone’s rationalisation depends on the rationalis- 
ation of everyone else. (The claim of correlative organisation may help 
here: if the ideas of each are closely correlated with all one’s fellows, 
then a change in one should produce changes throughout the system.) 
Leaving aside these not inconsiderable difficulties, however, the upshot 
of Bosanquet’s doctrine is that ‘when any considerable degree of such 
correction and amendment had been gone through, our own will would 
return to us in a shape in which we should not know it again’. And this 
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despite the fact that ‘every detail would be a necessary inference from 
the whole of wishes and resolutions which we actually cherish’.*! 

This doctrine has often been deemed totalitarian, and not without 
some reason. As John Plamenatz notes, it implies ‘that the individual, 
when he appears to be forced to obey the law against his apparent wish, 
is really being forced to do what he wishes, and is thus a consenting 
party to all enforcements of the law’.*? Hobhouse is quite right to in- 
sist against ‘Dr Bosanquet’ that while it may well be one’s duty to obey 
the law even when opposed to it, that does not mean one is not really 
opposed to it.43 Acknowledging all that, however, if we take a sym- 
pathetic look at Bosanquet’s underlying concerns, we will see that his 
theory of the general will is by no means as totalitarian as it seems. 

Bosanquet’s point of departure is an insistence that even in demo- 
cratic regimes the individual can be oppressed. However much ‘self- 
government’ has replaced ‘despotism’, Bosanquet insists that ‘it is 
flying in the face of experience to suggest that the average individual 
self, as he exists in you and me, is ipso facto satisfied, and at home, in 
all the acts of public power which is supposed to represent him’.“4 
But although the individual is capable of rebelling against the govern- 
ment, and the majority capable of tyrannising over the minority, 
healthy polities are not characterised by rebellion and repression. 
And, ultimately, the reason they are not is that in a healthy political 
community the laws and institutions are expressions of the values, 
ideals, aims, etc. which inform the life of the community and the per- 
sons in it. Because in such communities law is ultimately an expression 
of things ‘actually cherished’ by the individual — and this includes the 
good of his fellows to whom he is bound by social sentiments — he 
can recognise the law as ‘his own’ even when as a member of the min- 
ority he opposed it. Viewed in this way (which admittedly bypasses 
its more extreme claims), one aim of Bosanquet’s theory of the general 
will is much the same as Hobhouse’s principle of community: viz. to 
explain why, in a healthy polity, minorities do not perceive themselves 
as oppressed by alien powers. 

The upshot of both Hobhouse’s and Bosanquet’s analyses is that 
democratic institutions are not sufficient to avoid oligarchy, or even 
despotism. In the absence of communal bonds arising out of a common 
life, government is apt to be simply the vehicle of one group’s will 
ruling over that of another. This sort of analysis provides an insight into 
Mill’s fear of the tyranny of the majority, a fear which in the main our 
other modern liberals do not share.*5 It is at least plausible to suggest 
that Mill alone was so concerned about the possibility of tyrannical 
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class legislation because, in contrast to our other modern liberals, he 
perceived little ‘spirit of community’ informing the society in which 
he lived. Thus, for example, in his essay on the ‘Claims of Labour’ 
he points to ‘that sourde animosity which is universal in this country 
towards the whole class of employers, in the whole class of the em- 
ployed’. And, on the other side, he indicates a general lack of ‘soci- 
ability’ and understanding of the ways and feelings of workers by 
others. Mill thus recognises ‘the need of greater fellow-feeling and com- 
munity of interest’ between the employed and employers, so that they 
‘have the feelings of friendly allies, not of hostile rivals whose gain is 
each other’s loss’.46 And, indeed, his essay on Tocqueville evinces a 
real faith that democratic institutions will help overcome these class 
barriers and so spur ‘sentiments of philanthropy and compassion’.47 
But he certainly thought that such developments lie in the future, 
and in the meantime a democratic England was in danger of class 
legislation. It was, I think, to a great extent for this reason that Mill was 
so enthusiastic about Hare’s scheme for proportional representation as 
it at least guaranteed minority representation in the legislature.*® 

However, although Mill acknowledged that the legislative despotism 
of the majority was a genuine danger, he insists that the really formid- 
able danger of modern civilisation is a ‘tyranny over the mind’.4? Any 
reader of Liberty will recognise this theme, stressing as it does what Mill 
saw as an increasing conformity and mediocrity threatening individ- 
uality in modern societies. In Democracy in America Tocqueville held 
that this trend towards homogeneity was a consequence of demo- 
cratic equality but, as Alan Ryan points out, Mill thought Tocqueville 
mistaken. ‘The evil is not in the preponderance of a democratic class, 
but of any class.’ As Mill saw it, ‘whenever any variety of human nature 
becomes preponderant in a community, it imposes upon the rest of 
society its own type; forcing all, either to submit to it, or to imitate 
it.5° Thus Mill argues that in a commercial country like England, which 
is dominated by the middle class, the agricultural and learned classes 
play an important role in counteracting the influence of the dominant 
class. 

On the face of it, Mill thus seems caught in a dilemma: the rise of 
fraternal feelings among citizens (which seems important in avoiding 
tyranny) requires that class divisions be broken down, but this very 
trend towards similarity poses the threat of a conformist society and 
so he seems to need a multiplicity of classes to protect diversity. The 
roots of Mill’s apparent dilemma extend to the heart of the modern 
liberal theory of man, viz. the unresolved tension between the dyn- 
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amics of fraternal community and individuality (§IIL.E). As I argued in 
the third chapter, modern liberals ultimately seem to rely on a mix or 
balance of individuality and fraternity, and this certainly seems to be 
the case here with Mill. While he opposes extreme ‘impassable’ class 
barriers which render impossible any sympathy between classes, we 
have also seen that he does not favour total abolition of class distinc- 
tions, at least in so far as they are premised on different modes of life.*! 
Mill’s way out of the apparent dilemma, then, is to advocate a measure 
of fraternity (and similarity), but one that stops well short of a homo- 
geneous society. And there is no reason to think that this is not a per- 
fectly adequate response to the dual threat of tyranny. In order to 
avoid a fragmented polity liable to the legislative despotism of one por- 
tion over the other, Mill’s (or Hobhouse’s) theory requires only suf- 
ficient commonality and fraternity so that all citizens perceive them- 
selves as ‘friends’ or ‘fellow countrymen’ and thus are not divided by 
Sealousy’ and ‘mutual antipathies’.*? It is by no means obvious that 
this extent of commonality is inconsistent with a great deal of individ- 
ual and local diversity, thus avoiding mass society’s ‘tyranny of mind’. 

Rawls appears to believe that even less ‘spirit of community’ is 
required. In his recent essay on ‘Social Unity and Primary Goods’, he 
seems to accept the possibility of a just — non-despotic — ‘society 
divided into two parts, the members of which affirm different and 
opposing ways of life’. Rawls in fact goes so far as to ‘assume that those 
in one group appear to regard the way of life of the other with distaste 
and aversion, if not contempt. These conceptions of the good are in- 
commensurable because their final ends and aspirations are so diverse, 
their specific content so different, that no common basis for judge- 
ment can be found.’ In such a society, Rawls concludes, ‘social unity is 
secured by an allegiance to certain public principles of justice, if indeed 
it can be secured at aif. Rawls’s main point here is that social unity 
does not require agreement on a particular conception of the good and, 
so, he believes, is consistent with individuality. But surely, given his 
own moral psychology — and in particular the place of fellow feeling in 
giving rise to a devotion to just principles (§IV.A.3) — Rawls is more 
than justified in wondering whether such a society will even attain the 
extent of unity implied simply by ‘allegiance to certain public prin- 
ciples of justice’. Without a sense of partnership and fellow feeling, it 
is not clear that such allegiance could arise. Some ‘spirit of community’ 
seems essential.53 


C2, Despotic and Democratic Restraint 


I have focused here on ‘democratic despotism’ so as to bring out the 
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dual relation in modern liberal theory between community and demo- 
cracy. Democratic institutions (and particularly political participation) 
are held to induce a perception of community and communal senti- 
ments, but some degree of community seems required to avoid a des- 
potic democracy, i.e. a democratic regime in which one class or group 
exercises the power of government and rules over others in a way that 
promotes the dominant group’s interest. By this point it should come as 
no surprise that according to modern liberalism all forms of despotism 
— democratic or undemocratic — stunt development. Even ‘benevolent 
despotisms’, i.e. non-representative governments in which the rulers 
stand in a tutelary relation to the people, are typically held to thwart 
growth (but see §C.3). The arguments here are essentially extensions of 
those for equal liberty which we have already examined (§§V.D.2, 3), 
so I will not repeat them. Suffice it to say that once again liberals like 
Mill, Green, Hobhouse and Dewey argue that everyone’s development is 
thwarted in a despotic regime. Those ruled over, says Mill, are apt to 
develop lethargic-apathetic personalities. In a similar vein, Dewey in- 
dicates that submission to ‘despotic power’ produces ‘slavishness’, 
and Hobhouse maintains that such ‘subordination’ saps ‘vitality’ and 
‘energy’ (8IV.B.3).55 On the other side, Mill insists that having power 
over others is corrupting, leading to egoism, self-glory, etc. As Dewey 
put it, ‘The final obstacle in the way of any aristocratic rule is that in 
the absence of an articulate voice on the part of the masses, the best 
do not and cannot remain the best, the wise cease to be wise.’*6 
However, in one important respect the case for democratic over 
despotic government differs from the argument for equal liberty, For 
one of the features of democratic government is that, like all govern- 
ment, the citizen’s actions are often restrained by the decisions of 
others. If subjection to the rule of others produces ‘slavishness’ in non- 
democratic governments, why does it fail to produce it when one has 
voted against the government imposing the restrictions? Now as Mill 
sees it, what is unique about democratic government is that the citizen 
‘feels himself under no other external restraint than the necessities of 
nature, or mandates of society which he has his share in imposing’ and 
which, if he thinks them wrong, may publicly dissent and endeavour to 
alter.57 Mill is concerned here with democratic institutions, but the 
argument goes to the heart of his theory of human nature. According 
to the self-discipline solution to the problem of discipline, constraints 
on the development of capacities that are self-imposed or are perceived 
as just or right are not pathology-producing (§IV.C.1). Mill’s thesis 
about democratic institutions, then, is that they can impose constraints 
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without pathologies because the constrained person believes he has had 
a ‘share’ in imposing them (and if he disagrees. with them he is at lib- 
erty to work to have them altered). It is in this sense that citizens in a 
democracy can, at least ideally, be said to be self-governing. But clearly 
alone this will not do, for an individual may feel oppressed even in a 
democratic regime. And this again points to the fundamental importance 
of a ‘spirit of community’ or a ‘general will as a foundation of demo- 
cracy.58 As Dewey argued, a person is not apt to perceive constraints as 
oppressive and arbitrary if they are in some way understood ‘as expres- 
sions of a whole to which he himself belongs’.*? It is thus not democracy 
alone, but a democracy founded upon community that allows the 
imposition of restraints without pathologies. 

As. I argued in Chapter IV (§C.4), constraints on development do 
not pose the same difficulty for Rawls as for our other modern liberals 
since he sees pathologies arising from inadequate /ives rather than from 
inadequate expression of capacities. However, it nevertheless is the case 
that if some restraint seriously affects one’s life prospects, it. may pre- 
vent one from forming an adequate life plan and, thus, endanger self- 
respect. Moreover, Rawls acknowledges that all governments do indeed 
‘affect permanently men’s prospects in life’ and so, it would seem, 
might harm self-respect in doing so. However, Rawls indicates that a 
constitutional democratic regime will not undermine self-respect be- 
cause such a regime is just and will be perceived to be so. Like Mill 
(SIV.C.1), Rawls believes that constraints understood to be just do not 
pose a threat to healthy development; indeed, quite to the contrary, 
his moral psychology postulates that institutions and principles per- 
ceived as just will become the objects of feelings of devotion. Now, it 
is enlightening to pause here and consider just why Rawls thinks demo- 
cratic institutions are just, for I think we can see that to a very large 
extent indeed, his theory of justice is premised on his theory of human 
nature. Let me explain. 

Rawls’s well-known argument supporting his two principles of 
justice takes the form of a social contract: purely self-interested persons, 
meeting behind a ‘veil of ignorance’ (according to which they know no 
specific facts about themselves or their society), agree to Rawls’s two 
principles of justice over several alternative moral theories. (Most 
relevant for our present purposes is his first principle of justice, accord- 
ing to which all are to have equal basic liberties, including the rights to 
vote and run for office.) Prima facie it would seem that the parties to 
Rawls’s ‘original position’ are rational egoists: they are concerned only 
with reaching an agreement that best advances their good (as far as they 
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know it) with no direct interest in the good of the other parties.“ 
However, one of the things we have discovered about modern liberalism 
is that one’s good is intimately bound to the development of human 
nature in one’s self and one’s fellows, and this is certainly so in Rawls. 
According to Rawls, one of the main aims of the parties in the original 
position is to secure their own self-respect. As he puts it, they ‘would 
wish to avoid at almost any cost the social conditions that would under- 
mine self-respect’. Now, knowing the Aristotelian Principle (§1.C.2) 
and other facts of moral psychology, the parties realise that their self- 
respect will suffer if they do not form a plan that refines their unique 
natures. And so they will seek to ensure that they are able to pursue 
such a plan, i.e. they will insist on liberty to develop their individuality. 
Moreover — and this is essential for our present concern — Rawls in- 
sists that an inequality of either civil or political rights will be ‘humiliat- 
ing and destructive of self-esteem’ of those with the lesser liberty. 
Knowing this, all parties have a strong reason to insist that they be 
granted at least as much civil and political liberty as others. However, 
Rawls also says that the parties to the original position know that their 
self-respect depends upon their plans being encouraged by others. And 
as we have already seen (§ V.D.2), that means that they know they must 
secure the self-respect of their fellows, for those who are not confident 
of their own worth are grudging in their affirmation of that of others. 
So not only does each party have a reason to want equal political rights 
for himself, but he has reason to want the same for others. 

My point here, then, is that because Rawls’s theory of human nature 
is so important in the derivation of his principles of justice, the claim 
that democratic institutions are just implies that they are consistent 
with the demands of human nature, at least to the extent that they en- 
courage self-respect in everyone. The relation between self-respect and 
justice in Rawls’s theory is thus twofold: (i) Rawls’s principles of just- 
ice are explicitly designed to promote self-respect and, as a more general 
principle, (ii) Rawls seems to argue that constraints imposed by institu- 
tions recognised as just do not damage the self-respect of those so con- 
strained. It would seem, however, that (ii) is only plausible given some- 
thing like (i), for if the principles of justice thwarted self-respect, their 
perception as just would not alter their damaging nature. All we might 
reasonably say is that even in the absence of (i), the perception that 
principles are just might act to minimise the harm done to self-respect. 


C3. Two Limitations on the Case for Democracy 


Before turning a more critical eye to the modern liberal case for demo- 
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cracy, we ought to be cognizant of two potential limitations on the 
modern liberal commitment to democracy: (i) the possibility of a legiti- 
mate ‘benevolent despotism’ for ‘uncivilised’ peoples and (ii) the 
(sometimes) competing claim of competency. 

(i) As Ryan (and many others) has noted of Mill, he straightfor- 
wardly asserted that ‘[d] espotism is a legitimate mode of government 
in dealing with barbarians’. But this is not a Millian idiosyncrasy. 
Hobhouse acknowledges that ‘a semi-despotic system like that of our 
Crown colonies’ may be best for some peoples, and Bosanquet asserts 
that parliamentary government is not likely to be superseded ‘for 
civilised peoples’. Indeed even Dewey, who is certainly the most ada- 
mant democrat of all modern liberals here studied, seems to approve 
of a ‘paternal’ government towards ‘our alien visitors’ (i.e. immi- 
grants).©5 Dewey’s use of ‘paternal’ here is suggestive, for it points to a 
structural parallel between the main modern liberal argument for 
‘benevolent despotism’ and the case for paternalism that we considered 
earlier (§V.B.5). Again, Mill, who devoted so much attention to the 
problems of democracy and representative government, is clearest. 
According to him, ‘a people in a state of savage independence, in which 
every one lives for himself, exempt, unless by fits, from any external 
control, is practically incapable of making any progress in civilization, 
until it fie. the people] has learnt to obey’. And to do that, ‘the 
constitution of the government must be nearly, or quite, despotic’. 
As Maurice Cranston notes, ‘Mill nowhere offers a precise criterion for 
determining when a country is “ripe for democratic government” ’, 
but the whole direction of his political theory indicates that a significant 
number in the community must have come ‘to appreciate the value of 
reason, liberty and toleration’ and ‘have accustomed itself to the rule 
of law’.67 In short, Mill sees a non-representative, tutelary government 
as legitimate if (a) the population does not generally possess the char- 
acter and intellectual traits that are necessary to obtain the develop- 
mental benefits of democratic government and (b) the despotic govern- 
ment can help provide these conditions. Given all Mill says about the 
typical pathological consequences of non-democratic government, we 
might be a little surprised that Mill believes that (b) holds in a good 
number of cases. Presumably, as in the case for paternalism, the claim is 
that (non-democratic) coercive restraints are not as damaging to those 
who have little in the way of rational self-control or, even if such con- 
straints do some damage, it is outweighed by the developmental benefits. 

On the face of it, Hobhouse seems to reject the idea that there are 
substantial psychological prerequisites for the proper functioning of 
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democratic government. Those who insist that the people are too lazy 
or ignorant for democracy, he tells us, forget that ‘[t] he exercise of 
popular government is itself an education’. In order to justify a non- 
democratic government, ‘[t] here must be a well-grounded view that 
political incapacity is so deep-rooted that the extension of political 
rights would tend only to facilitate undue influence by the less scrupu- 
lous sections of the more capable part of the people.’ Hobhouse’s main 
concern here is with the self-protective, not the developmental, case for 
democracy (§A): if as a matter of fact the extension of political rights 
tends only to increase oppression and exploitation, the self-protection 
case is obviously undermined. Yet Hobhouse is explicit that self- 
protection is only one side of democracy; the other side of the demo- 
cratic principle assumes an ability of citizens to enter into a common 
life and take an interest in the common good. ‘Where and in so far 
as this assumption definitely fails, there is no case for democracy.’ 
Like Mill, Hobhouse believes that a people for whom this assumption 
does not hold can still progress ‘but it must depend on the number of 
those who . . . advance knowledge or “‘civilize life through the discover- 
ies of art’? or form a narrow but effective public opinion in support of 
liberty and order’. And, Hobhouse is clear, this may well be accom- 
plished in a non-democratic government.© 

None of this implies that modern liberals are all committed to “‘bene- 
volent despotisms’ for the ‘uncivilised’. It does imply, though, that in so. 
far as (a) their case for democracy rests on its developmental benefits 
and (b) they postulate intellectual, character or social preconditions 
for these benefits to accrue®, their case will not apply to societies — 
or perhaps groups within a society — which do not meet the precondi- 
tions. Again: in so far as modern liberals hold that a certain degree of 
communal awareness is necessary for a really healthy democracy, 
the case for democracy in societies lacking this awareness will be much 
weaker. It does not necessarily follow, however, that modern liberals 
advocate some form of paternalistic government for these societies. 
As Hobhouse suggests, the justification of non-democratic government 
may require undermining the self-protection argument as well as the 
developmental one; or it might be contended that in the absence of a 
communal foundation, a constitutional regime with an extensively 
circumscribed majoritarian rule might suffice. In any event, if it is denied 
— as Dewey very often seems to — that a ‘despotic’ rule can really pro- 
mote development, the developmental case for a benevolent despotism 
cannot, as it were, get off the ground. The important point, though, is 
that advocating a paternalistic non-democratic government under some 
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conditions is not at all inconsistent with the developmental case for 
democracy; indeed, given the presuppositions of the case, it isnot sur- 
prising that some modern liberals have advocated it. 

(ii) In my discussion of democratic and despotic constraints, I 
indicated that the main argument in favour of democracy was essentially 
an extension of the case for equal liberty. Democracy is seen as a form 
of equality. As such, it is reasonable to assume that the modern liberal 
case for democracy endorses an equality of political rights. But as we 
all know, Mill advocated a system of ‘plural’ votes; indeed, as Macpher- 
son quite rightly points out, Mill thought it a positive good, not just a 
necessary evil, that the ‘mentally superior’ be awarded extra votes.” 
Certainly this isan exception to his general democratic egalitarianism. 
However, what is. often overlooked is. that Mill renders this exception 
consistent with his developmental arguments for liberty by making a 
corresponding exception to his psychological theory. Whereas, for 
example, Rawls assumes that an inequality of political liberty generally 
has the same destructive consequences for the development of social 
interest and civic friendship as does unequal civil liberty, Mill dis- 
agrees.7! In Mill’s view, what is crucial is having a voice in the manage- 
ment of common affairs, but it need not be an equal voice: 


Entire exclusion from a voice in the common concerns, is one thing: 
the concession to others of a more potential voice, on the ground of 
greater capacity for the management of the joint interests, is another. 
The two things are not merely different, they are incommensurable. 
Every one has a right to feel insulted by being made a nobody, and 
stamped as of no account at all. No one but a fool, and only a fool 
of a peculiar description, feels offended by the acknowledgment that 
there are others whose opinion, and even whose wish, is entitled to 
greater consideration than his.” 


Regardless of what one thinks of Mill’s psychological insight, the im- 
portant point is that he explicitly argues that the psychodynamics that 
render unequal civil liberty so pernicious do not apply to political rights. 
By postulating an exception to his general psychological principles, Mill 
clears the way for an inequality of votes. 

But that does not explain why Mill was attracted to plural voting in 
the first place. It is clear that Mill thought plural voting to have a num- 
ber of benefits, including the promotion of excellence through institu- 
tional recognition of the importance of education and helping to pre- 
vent ‘class legislation of the uneducated’.73 However, as indicated in 
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the above quotation, Mill’s main justification of unequal votes was that 
some possess ‘greater capacity for the management of joint interests’. 
Since Mill conceives the polity as a sort of joint enterprise association 
aiming at a common good — he compares it to a business partnership — 
he insists that it is no affront to justice to give a greater voice to those 
more adept at managing common affairs.” Interestingly, Rawls also 
seems somewhat attracted to this view.” Accepting — as do all our 
modern liberals — that political activity ought in the main to be directed 
at securing the common good, he also appears open to the possibility 
that some may be more competent in attaining this good. And so he 
admits that, in principle, a case for plural voting can be made out. 
Given all this, it seems plausible to conclude that Rawls’s ultimate in- 
sistence on an equality of political rights stems from his conviction that 
the psychodynamics that render unequal civil rights so harmful to 
development apply here as well. 

In so far, then, as Mill’s commitment to political competence results 
in his espousal of plural votes, that commitment would seem to result 
in his theory’s being less than fully democratic. Now the most obvious 
way for a liberal-democrat to avoid Mill’s position is to deny, as Dennis 
Thompson says Dewey and Hobhouse do, that some are especially 
competent in general political affairs. Such ‘citizenship theorists’, 
Thompson says, ‘do not assert that there can be no experts in public 
administration. They mean that on questions of the broad direction 
politics should take, such as those decisions presented to voters, all men 
should be treated equally able (or unable) to judge.’7© However, it does 
not seem that the democrat need really reject the idea that some are 
more politically (as opposed to administratively) competent than others. 
Indeed, as Montesquieu understood it, ‘The principle of democracy is 
corrupted not only when the spirit of equality is extinct, but likewise 
when they [the citizens] fall into a spirit of extreme equality, and 
when each citizen would fain be upon a level with those whom he has 
chosen to command him.’”” Less radically, some democratic theorists 
have acknowledged that while domination has no place in a democratic 
order, political leadership does. Whereas one who dominates others, 
either through threats of force or more subtle sorts of conditioning, 
suppresses the autonomy and critical faculties of his followers, ‘[t]he 
followers of a leader accept his leadership willingly, not against their 
will and not automatically (ie. as automatons)’.7® More than that, 
although the political leader formulates policies, devises political 
strategies, etc., the followers do not abandon their critical faculties; 
while they may give special weight to the judgement and exhortations 
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of their leaders, they do so with ‘their eyes open’ and subject to the 
proviso that the leader’s authoritative position depends on their contin- 
uing evaluation of his performance. 

Mill looks (as I think do Hobhouse and Green) to this sort of leader- 
ship to secure political competence moreso than to plural voting. Thus 
he tells us that the ‘honour and glory of the average man’ is to follow 
the lead of the wise or defer to their judgement.7? However, when 
arguing that the average citizen should follow the lead of an intellectual 
elite, Mill never indicates that the masses are ‘mindless’ and so ought to 
abandon their own judgement in favour of that of the elite.® Quite 
to the contrary, Mill’s proposal is not for ‘the blind submission of 
dunces to men of knowledge, but the intelligent deference of those who 
know much, to those who know more’.®! And as David Spitz rightly 
notes, ‘There is never the suggestion in Mill that if the average man 
does not voluntarily follow the initiative of intellectually eminent men, 
he must be compelled to do so’.& Mill thus only endorses the average 
man’s following the wiser when he does so voluntarily and ‘with his 
eyes open’. Indeed, not only are these the necessary conditions for in- 
telligent and non-pathological followers, but as Hobhouse argues, 
‘The perfection of leadership itself lies in securing the willing, con- 
vinced, open-eyed support of the mass’.85 


D. Development, Politics and Education 


I have tried to stress in this chapter that development through political 
participation is only one of the ways in which modern liberals’ account 
of human nature enters into their theory of democracy. As I have 
argued, the modern liberal thesis concerning the preconditions for non- 
despotic democracy draws heavily on the notion of community, espe- 
cially in so far as community derives from perceived commonalities. 
Nevertheless, as I indicated at the outset, it has been the developmental 
case for participation in politics which has attracted the most attention. 
Indeed, I do not think it would be going too far to say modern liberals’ 
developmental theory of human nature is typically associated as much, 
or more, with their case for democracy than with that for liberty. 
However, there are at least two grounds for concluding that political 
participation is not as critical for promoting. development as all this 
suggests. 

(i) First, even if we accept its main claims, the developmental 
case for democracy establishes the importance of participating in 
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public affairs, not necessarily political ones. Bosanquet — often accused 
of being something of a state worshipper — recognised that political 
action was but a subset of public activity. ‘Public’, as he uses it, denotes 
‘those functions and interests that are more than private, and demand 
in some way the best attention of the community.’ Within that class, 
he goes on to tell us, we can distinguish ‘the functions which are strictly 
political from those which might rather be described as social or public 
without being political’.4 In a similar vein; Mill argues that in ‘an 
advanced stage of civilisation’ many services ‘necessary or important to 
society’ can be performed ‘by voluntary associations, or by the public 
indiscriminately’.85 But if this is so, participation in political affairs 
is just one way in which the citizen can transcend his daily experiences 
and take up the perspective of the common good. Involvement in non- 
political communal affairs would thus seem able to provide that sense 
of membership in a larger public and feelings of unity that liberals such 
as Mill attribute to political participation. Indeed, membership in a 
voluntary organisation may well be more apt to draw on any special 
expertise of the citizen than would the normal course of political de- 
bate, thus engendering a more intelligent and enthusiastic participation. 
In any event, the modern liberal developmental case for democracy 
does tend to slide rather too quickly from the benefits of participation 
in communal affairs to political action. 

But. Bosanquet goes on to argue that not even ‘direct. public action’ 
is necessary to be a good citizen. More than his fellow modern liberals, 
Bosanquet has a deep appreciation of the complexity of the life of a 
modern community — and the corresponding diversity of individualised 
development. Thus, in contrast to Rawls (whose theory has been said 
to be impregnated by an ideal of a ‘public-spirited citizen who prizes 
political activity and service to others as among the chief goods of 
life’),8© Bosanquet insists that ‘the duties of citizenship will not neces- 
sarily drag us out of private life into politics, administration, or philan- 
thropy’. Indeed, Bosanquet believes that ‘to expand direct public or 
political action over our whole lives’ would narrow rather than widen 
them. But that does not mean that Bosanquet thinks communal con- 
sciousness unimportant. Rather, given his perception of the com- 
munity as a co-operative enterprise in which each has functions (one’s 
station and its duties), Bosanquet maintains that in modern com: 
munities such consciousness stems from understanding ‘our whole 
lives in the light of citizen ideas, in the light of the. common good’. 
Although. direct public action is not to be disparaged — indeed ‘it may 
well be that everyone ought at least to be prepared to participate in 
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such functions if the occasion should arise’ — it need not be a central 
concern of most citizens in a healthy modern community.8” 

(ii) Although Bosanquet’s distinction between public and political 
affairs seems sound, it is reasonable to doubt his thesis that conscious- 
ness of unity will arise in the absence of participation in overtly public 
affairs. Of all the modern. liberal claims linking participation and de- 
velopment, that connecting participation in public (of course, they 
usually say ‘political’) affairs with perception of community seems 
most compelling. Much less persuasive is what appears to be the central 
Millian claim: viz. that political participation is a major force behind 
intellectual growth. Thompson, I think, is quite right in objecting that 
“Mill offers little reason to believe that for most citizens this general 
intellectual education is a likely result of political participation.”88 To 
the extent that the aim is to spur intellectual growth, schemes for im- 
proved public education are apt to be far more useful. (Moreover, as 
Green argued, not only can education induce a more intelligent under- 
standing of the public interest, but a common education tends to miti- 
gate class differences and so induce sentiments of unity.)® In this light, 
the emphasis of Green and his followers on educational reform (and 
their relative lack of attention to the problems of democracy) is not 
only understandable but also reasonable: if the object is to develop the 
intelligence of the ‘masses’, the provision of education — both for child- 
ren and adults — would seem a much more efficacious strategy than en- 
couraging political participation. Dewey can be understood in a similar 
way. While, to be sure, he was an insistent proponent of democracy, 
we have already seen that ‘political forms’ did not loom large in his 
understanding of it. More than anything else, Dewey’s democracy 
focused on education and to a large extent formal education. Indeed, it 
is no accident that he is remembered today more as an educational than 
a political theorist. 

Let me emphasise that I am not denying that the modern liberal 
theory of human nature provides a developmental case for democracy. 
Rather, my point is that contemporary writers on ‘developmental 
democracy’ and political participation — drawing especially on Mill — 
give inordinate weight to the role of political democracy in promoting 
development, particularly intellectual development. To some extent 
this overemphasis stems from our modern liberals: although Mill 
certainly did not ignore educational reforms, his writings stress pol- 
itical participation. And Hobhouse says very little about education. 
Not only, though, are political affairs not the whole of public affairs, 
but it seems doubtful that the modern liberal theory of man war- 
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rants the weight given by Mill and Hobhouse to participation in public 
affairs. Formal education — and as we shall see in the next chapter, 
perhaps ‘industrial democracy’ — would seem far more effective in 
bringing about the sort of development modern liberals envisage. Again, 
this is not to say that democratic participation has no place at all in 
promoting development, but it seems hard to sustain the central role 
which is often ascribed to it. 
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at any length. Lewis Rockow, Contemporary Political Thought in England 
(Leonard Press, London, 1925), p. 214. 


VIT_ ECONOMIC ORGANISATION 


In this final chapter I turn to some issues concerning economic organis- 
ation and ‘the new liberalism’ with which we began in the Introductory. 
I consider here modern liberal positions on private property and the 
market (§A), economic equality ($§B and C) and industrial life (§D). 
The new liberal position, as it emerges in Hobhouse, Dewey and Rawls 
is (in the main) characterised by a somewhat unenthusiastic endorse- 
ment of private property and a critical acceptance of the market, strong 
support for some form of state provision of a social minimum and en- 
dorsement of some redistribution of income and, especially, wealth. 
Although not prominent in Rawls, various forms of factory legislation 
concerning safety and hours of work have also been traditional elements 
of the new liberal programme. We shall see that Green and Mill agree 
with some of the new liberal positions and Bosanquet with very few. 
One of the main aims of this chapter is to show that Bosanquet’s more 
traditional ‘radicalism’, as well as Hobhouse’s new liberalism, can be, 
and has been, justified on developmental grounds. As I indicated in 
the Introductory, by positing additional psychological dynamics or by 
re-conceptualising notions like private property to give them an impor- 
tant developmental dimension, Bosanquet can quite consistently 
embrace the modern liberal theory of man while rejecting the new 
liberal conclusions Hobhouse seeks to draw. 


A. Private Property and the Market 


A.l. Private Property 


No one can study classical liberal theory without being struck by the 
absolutely fundamental place of private property, or perhaps more 
accurately, the right to private property. Without making any claims to 
exhaustiveness, the essential classical liberal case for property seems to 
have two dimensions, one concentrating on the public interest and the 
other on liberty. 

(i) The first dimension, prominent in the classical political econ- 
omists, centres on the claim that a market economy premised on private 
property and the pursuit of private interest promotes the commonweal 
by increasing the aggregate wealth of society. This claim is the upshot 
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of Adam Smith’s insight that, if properly structured by a framework of 
rules and institutions, the ‘private interests and passions’ of individuals 
would lead each to employ his capital and industry where it will pro- 
duce the greatest value. And since, according to Smith, the aggregate 
revenue of a society is equal to the exchangeable value of the produce 
of its industry, his conclusion was that each unknowingly worked to 
maximise the aggregate revenue of society. It was in this sense that 
Smith thought that the pursuit by each of his private interest promotes 
‘the publick interest’.! 

(ii) Classical liberty-claims focusing on private property are various, 
but two stand out. (a) From Smith to Lord Robbins classical liberals 
have insisted that a private property market economy is uniquely con- 
sistent with individual liberty, allowing each to live his life — including 
employing his capital and labour — as he sees fit.2 The market, it is 
said, is the institutional embodiment of natural liberty. (b) It is also 
argued by classical liberals that a ‘competitive economy based on 
private property is the institutional guarantee of freedom.’3 Here the 
idea is that the dispersion of power that results from a private property 
market economy protects civil and political liberty against encroach- 
ment by government. As Hayek argues, ‘There can be no freedom of 
the press if the instruments of printing are under the control of govern- 
ment, no freedom of assembly if the needed rooms are so controlled, 
no freedom of movement if the means of transport are a government. 
monopoly, etc.’4 Moreover, it has been widely held that the independ- 
ence engendered by property-holding allows the man of property to 
serve as a guardian of liberty, being in a position to effectively oppose 
‘capricious and absolute government’ .$ 

Taken together, these indicate the central position of private prop- 
erty in classical liberal theory. Indeed, to a large extent classical liberal- 
ism can be understood as a theory about the benefits of private property 
and the political conditions for its maintenance. Now, as Brian Barry 
has noted, one of the outstanding features of Rawls’s liberalism is the 
extent to which it abandons this classical devotion to property, making 
‘private property in the means of production, distribution and exchange 
a contingent matter rather than an essential part of the doctrine.”6 
Not only does Rawls explicitly omit a right to such property from his 
list of basic liberties, but he also acknowledges that a market socialist 
economy, as well as a capitalist one, is compatible with his liberalism.7 
And he certainly is not alone here. Indeed, Dewey is probably much 
more socialistic than Rawls, apparently endorsing (at least sometimes) 
some sort of democratic socialism that seems fairly hostile to private 
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property in the means of production.® Mill too called himself a ‘socialist’. 
Whether or not we accept that self-designation, it certainly is true that 
he was open to the possibility of a liberal-socialism (and could be very 
critical indeed of the Victorian economic system).? Hobhouse, while 
rejecting a ‘State Socialism’ aiming at direct ‘public management’ of 
all industry, did endorse a ‘Social Liberalism’ or a ‘semi-Socialism’ 
aiming at public control. And, he added, ‘We must not assume any 
of the rights of property as axiomatic.’!° In contrast to our other 
modern liberals, Green and Bosanquet are strong defenders of private 
property (we will see why presently), though even they seem willing 
to contemplate the possibility of socialism with a calmness not char- 
acteristic of most classical liberal discussions." 

Most modern liberals are willing to seriously consider the possibility 
of socialist economic systems because, for various reasons, they do not 
perceive much persuasiveness or force in the main classical liberal argu- 
ments for private property. A central factor behind this move away 
from private property was certainly an increasing doubt among many 
liberals that a market premised on the pursuit of private interest func- 
tions as smoothly and efficiently as classical liberal economists main- 
tained. Dewey and Hobhouse were especially critical of the claims of 
classical economics, insisting that instead of a spontaneous order of 
private interests promoting the common good, the reality is a ruthless 
competition engendering chaos and waste. As Hobhouse saw it, ‘Compe- 
tition has failed and we live among its debris with no established free- 
dom of social co-operation to take its place, but with the struggles of 
organized capital and labour confronting us.’!2 It certainly is no accident 
that, of all our modern liberals, Bosanquet and Green are not only the 
strongest defenders of a private property economy, but (with the pos- 
sible exception of J.S. Mill) are the least critical of classical economic 
analysis.13 

But a change in the analysis of the way in which a market economy 
functions is not by any means the whole story behind the general de- 
emphasis on property in most modern liberal theories. For our purposes 
more relevant are transformations in the perception of government, 
society and man. As has been widely noted, in lieu of the classical lib- 
eral’s distrust of government as a potential instrument for tyranny and 
despoliation of the people [see argument (ii)(b) above], a new liberal 
like Hobhouse sees in ‘the central authority a machine which he may 
hope to control in the interest of the public’. And so, Hobhouse con- 
cluded, ‘for the democrat the old Jaissez faire position is no longer 
logically tenable’.'* But while new liberals like Hobhouse empha- 
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sised the democratic character of the contemporary state as underlying 
this new perception of it as a friend of the people and instrument of 
the public welfare, it is certain that more is involved. For although a 
classical liberal may well be a democrat, he is not apt to abandon his 
suspicion that power is a threat to liberty. Conjoined with the democratic 
character of the modern liberal state is a generally very optimistic and 
co-operative view of men and institutions. This is most manifest in 
Rawlsian social psychology, which holds that ‘social institutions 
generate an effective supporting sense of justice. Regarding society as a 
going concern, its members acquire as they grow up an allegiance to 
the public conception [of justice] and this allegiance usually overcomes 
the temptations and strains of social life.’15 If citizens — including public 
officials — develop out of their natural fellow feelings (§IV.A.3) an 
allegiance to the principles and institutions of a liberal society, they 
would not seem particularly apt to use positions of power and influence 
to unjustly restrict the liberty of others. 

More fundamentally, however, the modern liberal is likely to be in- 
different to private property because, unlike the classical liberal, his 
ideal of personality assigns economic pursuits a subordinate position. 
C.B. Macpherson’s work has been especially important in bringing to 
our attention this fundamental-.difference between pre- and post-Millian 
liberalism. On Macpherson’s interpretation, liberal theory from Hobbes 
to Bentham conceived of man ‘as essentially a consumer of utilities, an 
infinite desirer and infinite appropriator’.!6 Such a man, Macpherson 
submits, is a market man whose vocations are consumption and appro- 
priation. As Macpherson observes, starting with J.S. Mill and Green, a 
very different understanding of human nature is introduced into liberal- 
ism, one which depicts man as a self-developer and maximiser of human 
powers. Now without accepting Macpherson’s entire thesis (see § A.2), 
he is quite right to insist that the modern liberal theory of man is not in 
essence a theory about economic man. As I argued in Chapter IV (§B.2), 
modern liberals reject the model of human nature based simply on the 
pursuit of pleasure and the avoidance of pain, instead seeing men as 
aiming at a coherent development of their natures. But more than that, 
modern liberals often indicate straightforwardly that economic activities 
do not have an exalted place in their scheme of things. From Mill on- 
wards we find modern liberals engaging in diatribes against what they 
see as an overly pecuniary and overly materialistic culture. For example, 
according to Dewey and Tufts: 


If the economic dominates life — and if the economic order relies 
chiefly upon the profit motive as distinguished from the motive of 
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professional excellence, i., craftsmanship, and from the function- 
al motive of giving a fair return for what is received — there is dan- 
ger that a part of life, which should be subordinate or at most co- 
ordinate with other interests and values, may become supreme. It is 
as true now as when the words were uttered that: life is more than 
meat. And when wealth is made a chief if not the sole interest, some 
of the precious and finer things in life — love, justice, knowledge, 
beauty — are liable to be displaced.17 


When economic activities are depreciated in this way, while aes- 
thetic, craft, scientific and social service orientations are praised, it is 
not at all difficult to understand how the classical concentration on 
private property can give way to the relative indifference of Rawls 
and Dewey, and perhaps even Mill. It indicates, most obviously, how 
economic liberty comes to be seen as a less essential liberty [see (ii)(a) 
above], one that can be infringed without really interfering with a 
person’s good. Consequently, to the extent that modern liberals con- 
tinue to insist upon traditional liberal ‘economic’ rights, they do so 
largely by casting them in non-economic terms. We have already seen, 
for example, that liberty of occupation is supported on the basis of its 
importance in organising individual development and co-ordinating it 
with social service (§§IV.C, V.C). Even in their endorsement of equality 
of opportunity, they are apt to stress its developmental benefits at least 
as much as its traditional role of simply allowing all to compete for (un- 
equal) economic and social resources. Thus, for instance, Hobhouse 
holds that ‘free scope for the development of personality in each mem- 
ber of the community’ is the foundation not only of ‘equal rights before 
the law’ but also of ‘what is called equality of opportunity’ 18 

The depreciation of economic activities also provides a foundation 
for attacking the classical case for property from the public interest 
[@) above]. Besides challenging the classical economic analysis under- 
lying the case, it also can be argued that classical economists like Smith 
operated with an impoverished conception of the public interest — one 
based on the maximisation of wealth — because they had an impover- 
ished conception of human nature and the human good. Thus even if 
the market functions as classical economists maintained, their theory 
remains open to the criticism that it assumes a faulty notion of the pub- 
lic good. Thus, for example, although J.S. Mill accepted the central 
tenets of classical economics, he nevertheless hoped that the existing 
type of social life, consumed with the pursuit of riches, was only a 
temporary and passing phase. ‘In the meantime, those who do not ac- 
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cept the present very early stage of human improvement as its ultimate 
type, may be excused for being comparatively indifferent to the kind of 
economical progress which excites the congratulations of ordinary poli- 
ticians; the mere increase of production and accumulation.”!9 

Other things being equal, then, these sorts of attacks on the classical 
liberal case for private property and the market tend to relegate private 
property in the means of production to a fairly peripheral commitment 
of modern liberal theories. However, it is possible to develop a modern 
liberal case for private property — just as for liberty of occupation and 
equality of opportunity — by conceptualising it in a new way so as to 
relate it to developmental concerns. And this is precisely what Green 
and Bosanquet do. Although Green’s theory of property has some 
Lockian elements, the essence of his account is Hegelian. ‘Appropriation’, 
he writes, ‘is an expression of will; of the individual’s effort to give re- 
ality to a conception of his own good; of his consciousness of a possible 
self-satisfaction as an object to be attained.’20 As Bosanquet maintained, 
action in the external world through ‘dealing with things’ in the form of 
property is necessary for one to possess a conception of oneself as per- 
sisting through time with an enduring good. To be denied property — 
the power to intervene in the world on a stable and continuing basis — 
is to be relegated to the life of a child, unable to ‘organise its future, 
and restricted to receiving what is deemed necessary from day to day’.?! 
Thus, Green concludes, ‘human personality’ cannot develop ‘without 
a recognised power of appropriating material things.’22 

As Hobhouse and Dewey apparently perceived, even if one accepts 
this sort of general developmental argument in favour of property, it 
does not justify the complex of property rights existing in a particular 
society at a particular time. It is one thing to acknowledge, say, that the 
execution of a life plan requires an ongoing and stable access to resources 
and quite another to justify property as it existed in nineteenth- or 
early-twentieth-century capitalist societies.23 For example: it may be 
argued that an independent and responsible life requires an assured in- 
come (see §B.1) and personal property, but not necessarily private 
property in the means of production. Interestingly, Bosanquet takes 
this sort of new liberal socialism to task, indicating that property that 
can only be used for consumption undercuts the developmental bene- 
fits of proprietorship by engendering egoism. Because such possession is 
divorced from any possibility of increasing the ‘general output’, he 
argues, it becomes simply a device for satisfaction of self-centred aims 
and enjoyments.25 
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My concern here, however, is not to evaluate (much less endorse) 
these idealist arguments for private property, but to emphasise that they 
present just the sort of case that is required if private property is to be 
a core element of the modern liberal programme. Because Green and 
Bosanquet insist that private property is essential for development, they 
avoid the relative indifference of Rawls and Dewey. But their case for 
property is very much a modern liberal one, offering a conceptualisation 
of property that significantly departs from (at any rate, from English) 
classical liberal theory. All this indicates, I think, that modern liberal 
positions on private property provide a clear example of the ‘looseness’ 
of political argument to which I pointed in the Introductory. By prof- 
fering an additional thesis as to the developmental benefits of property- 
holding, Bosanquet and Green can fairly easily turn the modern liberal 
theory of man, which at one level seems indifferent to private property, 
into the foundation of a strong defence of proprietorship. 


A.2. The Market and Human Nature 


As I said above, most modern liberals are willing to allow the legitimacy 
of some forms of socialism (though certainly not what they consider 
the more extreme forms).26 Nevertheless, it would seem that ultimately 
all our modern liberals endorse, or at least assume, some sort of regu- 
lated private property economy.’ It will be recalled, though, that the 
modern liberal doctrines of social interest and a co-operative, mutually 
appreciative social life stand in stark contrast to ‘the private property 
theory of society’ (§1I.B.1). The question thus arises whether it is con- 
sistent with the modern liberal theory of human nature to allow, much 
less endorse, the legitimacy of a private property market order as it 
seems premised on egoism and competition, and so is apparently fund- 
amentally at odds with the social nature of man. 

To begin with, strictly speaking no inconsistency presents itself here. 
If we recall Solomon Asch’s discussion of the private property theory 
of society, his point was not that market relations are damaging or cor- 
tupting, but that they are inadequate and partial. Bosanquet seems to 
recognise this most clearly. Following Hegel (and it is worth noting that 
following Hegel does not always cause difficulties for a liberal), Bosan- 
quet accepts civil society, with its ‘cash nexus’ as ‘representing human 
nature’ in a ‘special, though necessary, aspect’.28 But, consistent with 
the modern liberal view, he also believes that it concerns a subordinate 
sort of activity, providing the material foundations for a social life in 
which each other’s developments can be appreciated and shared.29 

However, at least as read by some, Green’s theory does not permit 
such accommodation to a competitive market order. According to IM. 
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Greengarten, ‘Green apparently found all competition morally unjusti- 
fiable. Green’s notion of a non-competitive good [see §II.D.1] and his 
defence of the market system allows no compromise.’ By insisting 
that the good of man is strictly non-competitive, it would seem that 
Green leaves no room for a market economy. But consider what Green 
actually argues: 


Civil society may be, and is, founded on the idea of there being a 
common good, but that idea in relation to the less favoured members 
of society is in effect unrealised, and it is unrealised because the 
good is being sought in objects which admit of being competed for. 
They are of such a kind that they cannot be equally attained by all. 
The success of some in obtaining them is incompatible with the suc- 
cess of others 3! 


Market relations as such thus do not imply a competition of human 
goods. For all but the least favoured, civil society ‘is’ a co-operative 
effort to achieve a common good. For the less favoured, then, economic 
life is not this sort of co-operative enterprise. In this same paragraph 
Green tells us that they are left ‘to sink or swim in the stream of un- 
relenting competition, in which we admit that the weaker has not a 
chance’. Consequently, those at the bottom of the economic order are 
not provided ‘much real opportunity of self-development’. In sum, it 
would seem that, at best, the less favoured do not gain the fruits of 
economic co-operation and, at worst, they are exploited. Instead of 
civil society being structured so as to promote the good of all, the poor 
are losing so that others may gain. It is in this sense that the success of 
one is incompatible with that of others. 

On Green’s view, then, market relations and civil society do not nec- 
essarily involve the competition of the goods of the participants (or 
seeking their good in objects which admit of competition). The reason 
that Green singles out ‘relentless’ competition (Dewey and Tufts use 
‘ruthless’32) is that it points to a sort of competition in which the life 
and well-being of the competitors itself is at stake. Ann R. Cacoullos 
thus seems quite right that Green’s theory only precludes some forms 
of competition, i.e. those that result in a ‘bestial scramble’.*9 But, as 
Hobhouse realised, a competition premised on the pursuit of a common 
good is quite another thing. As he points out, ‘[T] here is rivalry and ri- 
valry. There is the rivalry of the keenly contested game, subject to the 
tules of honourable sportsmanship in which the underlying impulse is 
one of co-operation in getting the best out of effort; and there is the 
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rivalry that is reckless of means and ready to destroy.” The modern 
liberal aim is thus, as Mill put it, to effect ‘the transformation of human 
life, from a conflict of classes struggling for opposite interests, to a 
friendly rivalry in the pursuit of a good common to all’.35 — 


B. Economic Equality: A Minimum 


B.1. Cases for a Social Minimum 


This analysis of the market, so central to Green, thus conceives of the 
market order as a co-operative effort rather than a struggle among ego- 
ists. Besides this conceptual reform ,Green also proposes a moral reform, 
calling on men to recognise the co-operative nature of social and eco- 
nomic life and (for one thing) thus institute the appropriate social and 
economic reforms so that none are omitted from the fruits of co- 
operation. As Adam Ulam has noted, his ultimate proposals — revising 
the system of land tenure, public education, factory acts and temperance 
legislation — ‘strike us today as being incongruously mild when set 
against Green’s original thesis’. Although Green’s analysis is often re- 
garded as laying the philosophic foundations of the welfare state,>’ it is 
Hobhouse who actually argues for new liberal ‘conclusions’. In accord- 
ance with the Greenian co-operative understanding of civil society, Hob- 
house maintains that ‘every citizen should have full means of earning 
by socially useful labour so much material support as experience proves 
to be the necessary basis of a healthy, civilized existence’. He goes be- 
yond this statement of principle, though, to propose that ‘if in the 
actual working of the industrial system the means are not in actual fact 
sufficiently available he [the citizen] is held to have a claim not as of 
charity but as of right on the national resources to make good the de- 
ficiency’.38 Hobhouse thus endorses a ‘civic minimum’, which is the 
minimum reward due to all citizens contributing to the common good. 
This minimum, he tells us, is to be set at a level designed not only to 
maintain the worker’s health but also to put him ‘in a position to 
develop and exercise his faculties, to enter upon marriage and parent- 
hood, and meet whatever costs of a normal family are not undertaken 
by the community’.39 

At least in the hands of Hobhouse, this argument is very much about 
securing a minimum to all contributors to the common good. It explicitly 
leaves out of account those who are not active participants in economic 
life, for, at least in this narrow sense, they are not engaged in the co- 
operative economic effort. To be sure, Hobhouse argued that ‘the gen- 
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eral economy should be directed to meeting the needs of all members 
of the community in proportion to their urgency’, but he insisted that, 
in contrast to contributors to the collective effort, the young and the 
handicapped (for example) are ‘dependents’.40 Hobhouse also insisted 
that ‘the lot of the independent labourer be more eligible than that of 
the pauper’. And he was prepared to be especially hard on the ‘deter- 
mined idler’ who was not contributing to the collective economic enter- 
prise out of choice (rather than by force of circumstance). Hobhouse 
thus seems at least attracted to the idea that for ‘him a labor colony 
must be provided, where he must learn to work and gain his discharge 
as soon as he can prove himself efficient enough in mind and body to 
stand the stress of industrial competition’! 

The modern liberal theory of man, however, provides the basis for 
two. other, rather less tough-minded, arguments for a social minimum, 
ones that do not require distinguishing producers from non-producers. 

(i) The first, and surely the most powerful, is the argument from 
effective liberty. I argued at length in Chapter V why modern liberals 
care so deeply about liberty. Each of us not only requires liberty to 
develop his individuality, but the satisfaction of social interest and the 
growth of communitarian sentiments necessitate that others be like- 
wise free to cultivate their natures. Now Green’s notion of positive 
liberty (§V.A) implies that guaranteeing others equal negative liberty 
is not sufficient to promote their development; and more to the point 
at present, it indicates that certain material conditions are necessary for 
development to proceed. And, as Green saw, this opens up the possibil- 
ity of state action with ‘a view to securing such freedom among its 
members’.42 Again, though, Green drew modest prescriptions from his 
analysis (in this case compulsory schooling), but in the hands of a (rad- 
ical) new liberal like Dewey it has considerably wider application. Dis- 
tinguishing between ‘purely formal or legal liberty’ and ‘effective liberty’, 
Dewey holds that the latter requires ‘material security’. In Dewey’s 
eyes one of the most objectionable features of the economic system 
was that it had ‘consistently and persistently denied effective freedom 
to the economically underpowered and underprivileged’.*5 However, 
although Dewey seems to endorse unemployment insurance and a Hob- 
housian sort of civic minimum, he employed his effective liberty argu- 
ment to insist on the necessity for wide-scale reorganisation and public 
supervision of the economy so that citizens would be provided with the 
material prerequisites for such growth in the normal course of things. 
The aim was thus ‘a society in which daily occupations and relationships 
will give independence and substantial living to all normal individuals 
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who share in its ongoings, reserving relief for extraordinary emergen- 
cies’.4 

One may well be suspicious of casting these material prerequisites 
for development in terms of ‘positive’ or ‘effective’ liberty. After all, 
the issue is what a person needs to develop, not what he needs in order 
to have (negative) liberty. It might thus seem to be merely confused — 
or, worse, positively misleading — to collapse both issues into liberty 
issues. But within modern liberal theory, there are good reasons for 
linking these material pre-conditions for development to questions of 
liberty. For, as we have already seen, the modern liberal case for (neg- 
ative) liberty rests on the developmental benefits of liberty; if, then, 
conditions are such that even with liberty development cannot proceed, 
the developmental case for liberty will be without much force. In so 
far, then, as. the force of the argument for liberty requires assumptions 
about the material conditions for development, it seems justified to use 
the notion of an effective liberty to indicate the complex of conditions 
consisting of negative liberty and the material foundations required for 
its exercise to yield developmental benefits. Moreover, linking liberty 
and the conditions for its beneficial exercise in this way serves to stress 
that proposals designed to secure these conditions derive from the cen- 
tral commitments of the theory — indeed are part and parcel of the 
endorsement of liberty itself. 

It is important, however, to distinguish three notions: formal liberty, 
effective liberty and the worth of liberty. The distinction between for- 
mal and effective liberty is that emphasised by Dewey and is that with 
which we have been concerned: whereas formal liberty. is simply the 
legal guarantee of certain rights and liberties, effective liberty requires 
that one have sufficient resources to take advantage of these legal as- 
surances. Rawls’s argument for his general conception of justice is based 
precisely on this distinction. As Rawls argues, conditions might be such 
that the equal basic liberties assigned to all by the first principle of jus- 
tice cannot be ‘effectively exercised’. The general conception specifies 
that in such circumstances an unequal distribution of liberties is just if 
it works out to the long-term benefit of the least favoured, the ultimate 
aim being the creation of conditions that allow for an effective equal 
liberty for all.45 But this idea of an effective liberty is to be distinguished 
from what Rawls calls the ‘worth of liberty’ which, he tells us, is pro- 
portional to a person’s capacity to advance his ends.46 The sorts of 
talents one possesses, one’s authority and one’s wealth will all affect 
the worth of particular liberties. Now to say all should be guaranteed 
an effective liberty is not necessarily to claim that the worth of liberty 
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should be the same for all. The former only requires that each have suf- 
ficient resources so that the exercise of liberty yields significant devel- 
opmental benefits whereas the latter points to something like equal 
developmental benefits. This latter notion is problematic; natural dif- 
ferentiation coupled with individual choice would seem to inevitably 
entail differential worth of specific liberties. Indeed, differences in 
natural talents may well result in inevitable variance in. the worth of the 
entire system of liberties. However, I do not wish to deny that modern 
liberal arguments for equality of liberty (§V.D) provide a basis for 
endorsing some notion of equal worth of liberty. To the extent that 
they do, it may well be that modern liberal theory contains the germs 
of a much more egalitarian theory of income distribution than we nor- 
mally assume (see §C).47 

(ii) The argument from positive (or effective) liberty has been des- 
cribed as a case for social reform which nevertheless remains ‘definitely 
non-Socialist’.48 (We might also note that a similar sort of argument for 
a social minimum can be based on the notion of a fair or effective 
equality of opportunity — i.e. one in which ‘positions are not .. . only 
open in a formal sense’, but in which all ‘have a fair chance to attain 
them’.49 By basing the case for economic intervention on an under- 
standing of the requirements of individual liberty (or equality of oppor- 
tunity), it can be argued that liberals avoid the typical socialist appeals 
to community, solidarity and mutual aid:5° But while this may be a 
plausible interpretation of the argument from effective liberty, it re- 
mains true that an important strain in new liberal economic proposals 
focuses on precisely the ‘socialistic’ themes of mutual aid and fellow- 
ship. Hobhouse, who surely emphasises such arguments more than any 
other of our modern liberals, centres his whole theory of social develop- 
ment (§IV.D) on the rise of such feelings. In radical contrast to those 
social Darwinists who uphold the continuing evolutionary gains pro- 
duced by individual struggle, Hobhouse insisted that intellectual, moral 
and social evolution was characterised by ‘the continual restriction of 
the sphere of the struggle for existence upon which natural selection de- 
pends’. For ‘with the expansion of mental life come affections and 
sympathies, and later on religious and ethical sentiments inculcating 
mutual aid, discouraging the struggle of each for himself and enjoining 
the preservation of many who but for such assistance would go under in 
the life storm’.5! Thus, as Hobhouse understood it, a ‘public-spirited 
liberalism’ integrated the traditional liberal devotion to individual liberty 
with socialistic ‘solidarity’, a solidarity which expressed itself in provi- 
sion for the least favoured members of society.52 This concern with 
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social solidarity — which of course goes straight to the heart of the 
modern liberal theory of community — outlived the biological and 
evolutionary themes that loom so large in Hobhouse’s writings. As we 
have already seen (§III.C.3), Rawls points out that his ‘difference 
principle’ corresponds ‘to a natural meaning of fraternity: namely, 
to the idea of not wanting to have greater advantages unless this is 
to the benefit of others who are less well off .55 ‘Presumably’, Rawls 
tells us, one of the practical implications of this solidaristic difference 
principle is a guaranteed social minimum to all.4 Fraternity, as Dewey 
suggested, is thus expressed in the refusal to abandon those who, be- 
cause of inferior capacities or opportunities, are left behind in a world 
with an inevitable competitive dimension. In this respect, the modern 
liberal theory of community is an important counterweight to the com- 
petitiveness of the market, insisting as it does that the growth of true 
community is inconsistent with entirely leaving the life chances of any 
of one’s fellows to the contingencies of the market. 


B.2. The Rejection of New Liberal Welfarism 


The strong commitment of modern liberals to community makes 
it hard to see how any of them could be entirely indifferent to the 
fate of the less fortunate in the market. It does not necessarily fol- 
low that modern liberals are committed to new liberal welfare meas- 
ures. Mill, for instance, is second to none in his stress on the import- 
ance of fraternal relations, and his sympathetic discussion of socialism 
in his Principles makes very clear that he thinks fellow feeling can 
play a large part in the economic sphere. Yet, like Bosanquet, Mill 
supported the principles of the Poor Law of 1834, which provided for 
compulsory labour in the workhouse for those on relief. This poor law, 
‘hated and dreaded by the working class’, was the target of attack by 
new liberals like Hobhouse.5® But Mill had at least two reasons for op- 
posing poor relief given on anything but the harshest terms. 

For one, Mill was a fairly straightforward Malthusian on popula- 
tion.57 Following Malthus, Mill argued that population increased 
geometrically, whereas ‘the produce of the land increases, ceteribus 
paribus in a diminishing ratio to the increase in the labour employed’. 
That is, once a society is fairly well developed (settled), them + 1 unit 
of labour yields less of an increase in food production than did the nth 
unit. As a result, Mill held that population pressures are always threat- 
ening to reduce the standard of living: ‘The new mouths require as 
much food as the old ones, and the hands do not produce as much.’ 
Although Mill thought that technological improvements could win a 
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respite from this dynamic, he did not believe they could achieve a perm- 
anent victory. The key, then, to prosperity thus lay in controlling the 
population. But the problem, as Mill saw it, was that such restraint is 
not usually forthcoming. ‘It has been the practice of a great majority of 
the middle and poorer classes’, he observed, ‘whenever free from ex- 
ternal control, to marry as early, and in most countries to have as 
many children, as was consistent with maintaining themselves in the 
condition of life which they were born to, or were accustomed to con- 
sider as theirs.’ This last phrase is crucial, for if a couple were accust- 
omed to living at x level of comfort, and their income was increased to 
x +, Mill argued that they would continue to have children until the 
family’s well-being sunk back to x.58 Such a response to an increased 
income, Mill argued, was not absolutely necessary: if the workers grew 
accustomed to their new level, they would not increase their families 
until they sunk back to the old level. More importantly, he stressed 
that with the development of practical intelligence, the lower class 
could come to develop the prudence necessary to restrict their numbers 
for their own good. 

We can now understand Mill’s rejection of a new liberal social mini- 
mum (or state-imposed minimum wage): it would induce an increase 
in population and thus would serve to impoverish the society. 


Leave the people in a situation in which their condition manifestly 
depends upon their numbers, and the greatest permanent benefit 
may be derived from any sacrifice made to improve the physical 
well-being of the present generation, and raise, by that means, 
the habits of their children. But remove the regulation of their wages 
from their own control; guarantee to them a certain payment, 
either by law, or by the feeling of the community; and no amount 
of comfort that you can give to them will make either them or 
their descendants look to their own self-restraint as the proper 
means of preserving them in that state. You will only make them 
indignantly claim the continuance of your guarantee to themselves 
and their full complement of possible posterity .5? 


Interestingly, Mill is very clear that the difficulties posed by this sort of 
analysis override a legitimate argument for assistance to the labouring 
class: 


The higher and middle classes might and ought to be willing to sub- 
mit to a very considerable sacrifice of their own means, for improv- 
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ing the condition of the existing generation of labourers, if by this 
they could hope to provide similar advantages for the generation to 
come. But why should they be called upon to make these sacrifices, 
merely that the country may contain a greater number of people, 
in as great poverty and as great liability to destitution as now? 


But although, in lieu of the problems posed by the growth of popul- 
ation, Mill may have more strongly favoured a transfer of income from 
the upper and middle classes to the workers, he still would have opposed 
a social minimum divorced from the necessity to work. For, like Bos- 
anquet after him, Mill was very much worried that such assistance 
might sap ‘energy and self-dependence’. ‘There are’, he said, ‘few things 
for which it is more mischievous that people should rely on the habitual 
aid of others, than for means of subsistence, and unhappily there is 
no lesson which they more easily learn.’6! Neither Mill nor Bosanquet 
took this as precluding all assistance; rather, given the potentially des- 
tructive consequences of such aid, it becomes imperative to distinguish 
cases in which aid will harm from those in which it will lead to self- 
help and independence. This was precisely the aim of the Charity Or- 
ganisation Society to which Bosanquet was committed (and which was 
a favourite target of new liberal attacks). According to Bosanquet, 
providing help without creating dependency was an art that required 
both extensive training on the part of the helper and an intimate know- 
ledge of the client’s circumstances. And, although it is quite wrong to 
say that Bosanquet denied the importance of changes in the material 
and environmental conditions of the poor, he did insist that the relation 
between character and conditions was extremely complex, and, there- 
fore, reform of conditions alone could not reform the character of 
the poor. The upshot of all this was an emphasis on social work and a 
deep suspicion of statutory provisions based upon general (i.e. class) 
descriptions. ‘We have found that charity cannot be in “‘ironclad” 
form, as the Americans say; it cannot be purely statutory, though it 
may co-operate with a statutory committee.’ 

Now if one is convinced that provision of a minimum income to 
all will only spur a population growth which will eventually impoverish 
society or is apt to encourage continuing dependency, the new liberal 
espousal of state provision of welfare as a matter of right to all the needy 
begins to look very problematic indeed. (New liberals recognised this 
and so attacked the dependence thesis.) Bosanquet, however, posed a 
more fundamental challenge to the new liberal programme. In a paper 
read to the Fabian Society, Bosanquet charged that the attempt by 
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‘Economic Socialism’ to create a co-operative social order by legisla- 
tion was inherently faulty. ‘We want a general good life’, Bosanquet has 
socialists saying, ‘let us make a law that there shall be a general good 
life.’ Bosanquet’s argument here is often slighted but is not without 
force. In so far as the new liberals’ arguments depend on the thesis 
that men are naturally co-operative and possess natural capacities for 
mutual aid, it would seem an equally plausible conclusion that because 
they are capable of such a co-operative existence, new liberalism — not 
to say state socialism — is less necessary than it would be if men didn’t 
have these natural capacities. The attempt to ‘mechanically create’ a 
‘good life’ may be as easily taken as lack of faith in the capacities of 
human nature as an institutional manifestation of it. 

However, again it is not my intention to evaluate the cogency of 
either the new liberal arguments or the counter-arguments of those like 
Mill and Bosanquet. Rather, for the thesis of this book, what is signifi- 
cant is that both the new liberal proposals and their rejection by Mill 
and Bosanquet are consistent with the modern liberal theory of man. It 
is by no means inconsistent with the theory of human nature we exam- 
ined in Part One to maintain, as do Mill and Bosanquet, that income 
divorced from work can lead to pathological personalities devoid of 
energy and independence. We may, perhaps, be justified in saying that, 
given their theory of human nature, i.e. one centred on the drive to 
development and excellence, the dependency dynamic is a bit surpris- 
ing and does not strike one as a ‘natural’ extension of the theory. But 
that is about as far as we can go: there is no question of logical incon- 
sistency. (And not even this much can be said of Bosanquet’s argument 
that ‘Economic Socialism’ attempts to artificially create a true co- 
operative order.) In sum, the modern liberal theory of human nature, 
which generally remains at a fairly abstract level of analysis, is consist- 
ent with both the new liberal welfare measures and ‘old-fashioned’ 
nineteenth-century radicalism. Again, though, it needs to be stressed 
that rejection of new liberal welfarism does not constitute an indiffer- 
ence to the plight of the poor. The Poor Law, Charity Organisation 
Society work, support of trade unionism, factory legislation and 
land reform to encourage widespread proprietorship have all been 
offered by various modern liberals as reforms aimed at improving 
the condition of the working class and the poor, though ones that 
do not entail new liberal welfare measures. Whether they are accept- 
able or adequate responses is, of course, the crux of the debate between 
traditional liberal ‘radicals’ and the new liberals. 
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Marc F. Plattner has recently argued in favour of a sharp theoretical 
distinction between. ‘the welfare state’ and ‘the redistributive state’. 
Writing in reference to the American experience, Plattner insists that 
‘social-insurance programs were meant to provide a cushion against 
particular contingencies, and welfare and other anti-poverty measures 
were intended to relieve those who were unable to provide for their 
own needs ina minimally acceptable fashion’. This concern with 
meeting the needs of the least well off, Plattner indicates, is the regulat- 
ive aim of the welfare state. ‘But’, he continues, ‘one can easily accept 
the principle of public insurance on the one hand and public charity or 
relief on the other without acknowledging the propriety of govern- 
mental efforts to promote the goal of greater equality of incomes.’ 
It is this goal of equalisation of incomes which Plattner thinks is char- 
acteristic of the redistributive state. And as he sees it, ‘There is an 
immense gulf in principle between the welfare state and the redistribu- 
tive state, which can only be crossed at the gravest peril to a liberal 
political order.’67 

Plattner’s thesis is not without merit. A genuine theoretical distinc- 
tion can be made between provision of a minimum and pursuit of econ- 
omic equality. And, historically, it is true that new liberals like Hobhouse 
did believe that ‘the minimum is more important than the maximum’.® 
However, contrary to what Plattner leads us to expect, an examination 
of the modern liberal theory from Mill onwards does not uncover an 
‘immense gulf? between the welfare and redistributive states. Quite the 
opposite, important arguments for economic equality — or, what is 
related, limiting inequality — are extensions of the sorts of considera- 
tions that underlie the new liberal case for the welfare state. To see this, 
let us briefly examine several modern liberal arguments for limiting 
economic inequality. 

(i) Most important in this regard is the argument from the co- 
operative nature of the economic order. We have already seen how this 
provides the basis of a concern for the lot of the less well off which, 
in the hands of a new liberal like Hobhouse, can lead to a case for a 
‘civic minimum’. As Hobhouse also makes clear, though, it provides 
the foundation for a proposal for a maximum level of income. Writing 
in 1911, Hobhouse concluded ‘that when we come to an income of 
some £5,000 a year, we approach the limit of the industrial value of 
the individual’ and, hence, a ‘super-tax’ on higher incomes was justi- 
fied. That is, in Hobhouse’s view, no one’s contribution to the collec- 
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tive economic effort was worth more than £5,000 a year, so those with 
incomes above that were certainly gaining more than their contribution 
to the common good warranted. Although Hobhouse’s analysis is in- 
formed by a strong notion of just deserts that is absent from Rawls’s 
theory, his argument for a maximum nevertheless shares important 
similarities with Rawls’s difference principle. One of the upshots of the 
difference principle is that larger incomes for some are only to be 
permitted if they serve to increase the life prospects of the least advant- 
aged; i.e. if incomes were more equal, the prospects of the least fortun- 
ate would be even lower than they are. Recalling Green’s analysis of 
civil society and the common good, we can see that Rawls’s principle 
articulates Green’s ideal, i.e. that economic life should be a co-operative 
effort to advance the good of all. As long as the difference principle 
is satisfied, the good of the least favoured is being maximised, and 
thus civil society is essentially co-operative rather than competitive. 
This is not to say that Rawls’s theory is necessarily egalitarian. Depend- 
ing on the incentives required to induce the more gifted to perform 
important functions,” and the relation between the personal accumula- 
tion and economic growth etc., improving the lot of the least well off 
may require more or less inequality. Consequently, depending on the as- 
sumptions one makes about these issues, Rawls’s theory has been 
variously described as ‘radically egalitarian’, and clearly inegalitarian 
(but see (iii) below).7 

The most obvious target for the ‘incomes only as a reward for con- 
tributing to the common good’ argument, though, is inherited wealth. 
It may well be an open question as to whether very high earnings can be 
regarded as appropriate rewards for contributions to the common good; 
it seems fairly certain that inherited fortunes cannot be so regarded.79 
Inheritance has thus been a subject of criticism of modern liberals since 
Mill, who was prepared to limit the amount any person could inherit 
to that sufficient to afford a ‘comfortable’ or ‘moderate’ independ- 
ence. Hobhouse was willing to go a good deal further, maintaining 
that ‘property in general should pass to the community at death’. 
Mill stopped short of Hobhouse’s proposal for several reasons, including 
his conviction that parents owed it to their children to give them a fair 
start in life and his (fairly conservative) belief that society is better off 
for having both an affluent body of labourers and a ‘much larger body 
of persons than at present, not only exempt from the coarser toils, 
but with sufficient leisure, both physical and mental, from mechanical 
details, to cultivate freely the graces of life, and afford examples of 
them to the classes less favourably circumstanced for their growth’.76 
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Hobhouse was certainly less enticed by this vision of a leisured class 
and, so, was prepared to do away with inheritance. However, like Mill, 
he was less critical of outright gifts. Both theorists indicate that funda- 
mental attacks on the right to give away one’s property may well be 
inconsistent with an advocacy of private property. As Mill put it: 


Nothing is implied in property but the right of each to his (or her) 
own faculties, to what he can produce by them, and to whatever 
he can get for them in a fair market; together with his right to give 
this to any other person if he chooses, and the right of that other to 
receive and enjoy it. 

It follows, therefore, that although the right of bequest, or gift 
after death, forms part of the idea of private property, the right 
of inheritance, as distinguished from bequest, does not.77 


Hobhouse disagreed: the principle of private property, he argued, re- 
quired the right of gift while one was living but not after one had 
died.78 What is significant, though, is that this line of reasoning — 
based upon what is implied by the notion of private property — serves 
to blunt the force of the critique of unearned income which seems im- 
plied by the common good-based interpretation of the market.” If (a) 
private property is justified, and if (b) it requires the right to alienate 
one’s accumulated wealth, and if (c) the right to alienate property im- 
plies the liberty of others to accept it, then a strong case exists for the 
legitimacy of some sorts of unearned incomes.® And that, in turn, 
weakens the anti-inheritance redistributive implications that we have 
been considering. 

(ii) We saw in Chapter V(§D.3) that modern liberals have postulated 
a link between equality and the growth of fraternity, a link that has 
deep foundations in the analysis of sympathy. Some readers, noting the 
commitment to fraternity in liberals like Rawls have thus held that any 
inequality in wealth or income may tend to inhibit ‘the development 
of a sense of community among the members of a society’.8! Just 
as a fraternal society requires civil equality, it is argued that frater- 
nity can only thrive in a regime of economic equality. Rawls has 
resisted this conclusion. While he acknowledges that community is 
destroyed when those who are less well off doubt their own worth and- 
harbour feelings of resentment towards the more favoured members of 
society, Rawis denies that the sorts of inequalities permitted by his dif- 
ference principle would induce such rancorous feelings. Rather, he 
argues, because a properly structured economic order is a co-operative 
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endeavour promoting the welfare of all rather than a zero-sum game 
(i.e. a game in which there are losses corresponding to all gains), those 
who are less well off do not experience the better fortune of others as 
costs to themselves. Indeed, the higher gains of some benefit all. More- 
over, Rawls reminds us that these economic inequalities occur against 
a background of full civil and political equality, thus supporting the 
self-respect of poorer individuals.®2 

However, Rawls does seem to acknowledge that sufficiently great 
economic inequalities may engender an (excusable) envy destructive of 
fraternal feelings. More generally, the modern liberal analysis of sym- 
pathy would seem to imply that economic inequalities ought not to 
be so great as to interfere with the necessary imaginative projection/ 
response. As Hobhouse reminds us, the rich have difficulty sympathising 
with the poor or, as Green put it, ‘The master cannot enter into the 
feelings of the servant, nor the servant into those of his master.’® 
As I stressed in the third chapter, the modern liberal account of frater- 
nity does not cohere well with a class-stratified society: the differences 
in ways of living, plans, values etc. that mark off classes would seem to 
hinder the growth of fellow feeling between members of different 
classes. On the face of it, then, it seems surprising that modern liberals 
have been so uncritical of economic orders characterised by fairly stark 
class (or occupational) division. Green, for example, calmly notes that 
‘[i] n every nation, perhaps, there must be a certain separation between 
those who live solely by the labour of their heads or by the profit of 
capital, between members of the learned profession and those engaged 
constantly in buying and selling, between those who are earning their 
money and those who are living on the income of large accumulated 
capital.’84 And should we be tempted to attribute this to Victorian 
complacency or Green’s reluctance to follow out the implications of 
his theory, we would do well to remember that Rawls too supposes that 
society is legitimately broken up into classes of property owners and 
unskilled labourers (with differing prospects in life).85 

No single factor accounts for this modern liberal willingness to accept 
an economically class-stratified society, even at the apparent cost of 
harming the growth of fellow feeling (see §VI.C.1). No doubt, as is 
manifest in Rawls, it partly derives from a conviction that the less well 
off are better off in such a society than in a more egalitarian one. More- 
over, the liberal insistence on equality of opportunity means that while 
society is stratified, the strata do not constitute castes; the possibility 
of upward (and downward) social mobility should serve to lessen the 
insulation of classes.86 But perhaps most fundamentallay, modern lib- 
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erals are not apt to posit a strong necessary connection between social 
class and a distinctive ‘consciousness’ or outlook. This is nicely brought 
out in Greengarten’s treatment.of Green. As he shows, although Green 
both accepts class divisions and acknowledges that they can in practice 
divide society, he holds that particularistic class perspectives can be 
overcome. Again, as we saw in the last chapter, for Green the main 
vehicle for the rise of such a common outlook was a common education, 
the ‘true social leveller’.87 As long as classes are not too isolated from, 
and alien to, each other, modern liberals seem to believe that a common 
public outlook can be shared, providing the foundation for some degree 
of a community-wide sense of fraternity. 

(iii) Again, then, the upshot seems to be that the extent of inequal- 
ity ought not to be so great that those at the bottom and those at the 
top of the economic order lead lives that are so different that they en- 
counter each other as aliens, unable to appreciate each other’s lives. 
But Rawls’s main argument for limiting inequality is neither that prem- 
ised on the co-operative nature of economic life (as articulated by the 
difference principle) nor that of securing civic friendship, but rather 
it is aimed at ensuring what he calls the ‘fair value’ of the equal liber- 
ties. In. particular; Rawls focuses on the political liberties which, he 
holds, ‘lose much of their value whenever those who have greater pri- 
vate means are permitted to use their advantages to control the course 
of public debate’.88 At some point, Rawls argues, inequalities can be 
so great that those at the top of the economic order possess an inordin- 
ate ability to influence government, hence undermining the effective 
political liberties of others. Accordingly, one of the compensating steps 
to be taken is to ‘impose a number of inheritance and gift taxes’ and set 
‘restrictions on the rights of bequest’. Rawls is explicit that the aim of 
these taxes is not to raise revenue for government expenditure but ‘grad- 
ually and continually to correct the distribution of wealth and to 
prevent concentrations of power detrimental to the fair value of politi- 
cal liberty and fair equality of opportunity’.8° Hence, ‘There is a 
maximum gain permitted to the most favored on the assumption that, 
even if the difference principle would allow it, there would be unjust 
effects on the political system and the like.’ 

(iv) At one point in his Lectures on Political Obligation, Green ex- 
plicitly asks whether the ‘rationale of property’ is consistent with sub- 
stantial inequalities. He begins by acknowledging that if an ‘inequality 
of fortunes’ were the cause of a propertyless ‘proletariate’, i.e. if large 
fortunes for some precluded proprietorship for others, then the principle 
of property would be inconsistent. with unchecked freedom of appro- 
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priation. In examining this possibility Green insists ‘that the increased 
wealth of one man does not naturally mean the diminished wealth of 
another’, again alluding to the co-operative (‘positive-sum’) nature of 
economic life.°! But he also indicates that unchecked freedom of appro- 
priation is implied by the argument for property. ‘If’, he tells us, ‘we 
leave a man free to realise the conception of a possible well-being, it is 
impossible to limit the effect upon him of his desire to provide for his 
future well-being, as including that of the persons in whom he is inter- 
ested, or the success with which at the prompting of that desire he 
turns resources of nature to account.’ Bosanquet, so often accused of 
giving a reactionary interpretation of Green’s ‘progressive’ doctrines, 
denied that the principle of property requires unlimited acquisition, 
although he did hold that ‘[m] an never has enough so long as his capac- 
ity for foresight and management, for treating life as a unity with a 
past and a future, is not taxed to the full.’°3 This is surely an important 
point of disagreement between, on the one hand, Green and Bosanquet 
and, on the other, liberals like Mill, Hobhouse, Dewey and Rawls, who 
really do think that too much property is bad for the soul.% As Rawls 
puts it, ‘beyond some point it [wealth] is... likely to be a positive 
hindrance, a meaningless distraction at best if not a temptation to 
indulgence and emptiness’.°° This attitude towards wealth clearly 
accords with the general depreciation of economic pursuits and ‘ma- 
terialism’. While, to be sure, personal development requires a material 
foundation, a satisfying life does not concentrate on material gains; 
consequently, as Rawls says, great wealth may be a meaningless 
distraction or even corrupting. It is also worth noting here that this 
sort of argument is characteristic of modern liberalism: by maintain- 
ing that great wealth harms the development of the wealthy, egalitarian 
measures which obviously benefit the less privileged can also be said 
to be in the ultimate interests of those who prima facie lose out. 

All this has been regrettably summary. Nevertheless it does seem 
clear that Plattner’s wide gulf between the advocacy of a welfare state 
and of a redistributive state does not seem present in modern liberal 
theory. Many of the same ideas that underlie proposals for a social 
minimum — a co-operative economic order, civic friendship and effec- 
tive liberty — also serve as foundations for redistributive proposals. As 
I have stressed, the spirit of these proposals is not radically egalitarian — 
to slightly alter Mill, they aim at a state where none are poor but none 
are too rich.9© Again, though, although redistributive proposals have 
deep roots in the modern liberal theory of human nature, modern liber- 
als like Green can avoid them by stressing the boons of unfettered accum- 


D. Industrial Life 257 


ulation, both to the less well off and the rich. Just as Green shares the 
new liberal conviction that none ought to be poor, it would seem he 
would concur that a more egalitarian distribution of wealth and income 
is better than a very unequal one, other things being equal. But it by no 
means follows that he must endorse either the welfare or redistributive 
state. 


D. Industrial Life 


As I indicated in the analysis of arguments for a social minimum, the 
real sympathy of a new liberal like Hobhouse was with the workers 
rather than the poor in general. Hobhouse, we saw, was prepared to be 
very hard on some categories of non-working poor, and all non-working 
poor receiving assistance (excluding pensioners and some categories of 
the unemployed) were regarded as ‘dependents’. I think it is fairly safe 
to say that (at least until we come to Rawls) the main thrust of modern 
liberal economic reforms has been to improve the condition of the 
working class rather than the poor in general. This is manifestly the aim 
of the central new liberal proposals for factory legislation (regulating 
working conditions and hours) and for old age pensions. It is perhaps 
less obvious that the new liberal’s concern with unemployment focuses 
on the workers (the unemployed, after all, are not working). The 
notion, however, that the liability to unemployment is a particular 
curse of the working class is never far below the surface; as Hobhouse 
reminds us in one of his discussions, ‘Large numbers of respectable and 
hard-working men are thrown out of work through no fault of their 
own.’97 But the new liberals were not the only ones concerned about 
the workers. Bosanquet, though as always worried about inducing de- 
pendency and, so, wary of state provision, nevertheless was explicit 
about the importance of an ‘effective income’ and shorter working 
hours.98 I will not repeat here the familiar account as to how notions 
of self-development enter into liberal arguments on these matters. Suf- 
fice it to say, following Hobhouse, that the regulative aim was to pro- 
duce conditions ‘upon which mind and character may develop them- 
selves’ and which allow all to participate in the common life.° 

What I wish to consider in this concluding section is Dewey’s insis- 
tence that this new liberal programme of social, and particularly indust- 
rial, legislation is insufficient to achieve the ideal of free development 
for all. Mere ‘changes in wage, hours of work and sanitary conditions’, 
he argued, are not sufficient to give the worker a ‘sense of freedom and 
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personal interest in the operations of production’. For that, some ‘kind 
of participation [by]. the worker... .in the production and social dis- 
position of the wares he produces’ is necessary.00 And Dewey is by no 
means alone in considering such ‘a radical social alteration’; Mill, Bosan- 
quet, Hobhouse and Rawls all note the possibility of worker participa- 
tion in industrial decisions, the former two with enthusiasm.!©1 Now 
unless modern liberalism is to be simply bourgeois (in the sense that it 
applies only to the career-orientated middle class), it seems hard to 
avoid the conclusion that some sort of worker participation in industrial 
management is essential.02 Some must operate the machines upon 
which industrial society is built, to abandon them to a monotonous, 
soul-destroying division of labour!®3 would be nothing less than an ac- 
knowledgement that the modern liberal ideal of a personality organised 
around a career cannot be universalised in a modern industrial society. 
For modern liberalism to truly apply to manual workers in advanced 
industries (rather than simply in traditional crafts work), they must 
reap significant developmental gains from their employment. And for 
that to occur, not only must each be confronted with a variety of tasks, 
but, as Dewey makes clear, workers must not be treated simply as 
‘hands’: each must be accorded opportunity for significant exercise of 
judgement.10* We must remember that our modern liberals insist that 
the intellect is the key to all development. Accordingly, if an occupation 
is to spur the worker’s development, it must provide some intellectual 
challenge. To be sure, not every aspect of a job must be (or can be) in- 
teresting and challenging — even the most interesting vocations include 
dull tasks — but if the modern liberal ideal is to be universalisable with- 
in advanced industrial societies, no one’s life work can be restricted to 
a deadening tedium. 

All this points to the desirability of some sort of worker participation 
in management decisions. As Amy Gutmann has pointed out, however, 
workers need not have total control. Workers, she suggests, can ‘have 
complete autonomy to decide issues related to job structure and shop- 
floor activity’ while owners retain significant decision-making powers 
over matters like investment.!05 However, in some ways the modern 
liberal theory of development inclines towards a more extensive worker 
control. If we recall the arguments of Chapter VI concerning the 
developmental benefits of participation, one of the main themes was 
how political participation expands the intellectual horizon of the citi- 
zen beyond his everyday affairs so as to place those affairs in a wider 
context. The same reasoning provides an argument for some worker 
participation in higher level management decisions. This does not en- 
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tail the abolition of managers (just as the case for political democracy 
does not require the abolition of leaders). It does, though, seem to call 
for some active involvement of workers in management decisions, or 
at least in choosing managers. 

Mill believed that in a free market, worker-managed industries would 
displace traditional enterprises. As the workers became educated, he 
argued, the co-operative firms ‘would tend more and more to absorb all 
work-people, except those who have too little understanding, or too 
little virtue, to be capable of learning to act on any other system than 
that of narrow selfishness’.!06 Thus far Mill’s predictions have not been 
borne out. The British producer co-operative movement, in which he 
placed so much hope, died just a few years after he did.1°7 Although in 
principle ‘large-scale capitalist enterprises and small-scale labour- 
managed co-operatives’ can ‘exist and compete side by side’,!°8 in prac- 
tice the labour-managed enterprises were driven out of the market. 
According to P.J.D. Wiles, they were beset by a multitude of problems, 
including a lack of labour discipline, lack of initial capital, refusal to 
plow back earnings and inability to attract the best managers. As Wiles 
has put it, they seem unable to survive in a ‘neutral and unsympathetic 
market’.109 Given tax advantages and other state assistance, however, 
they have shown themselves to be viable. Nevertheless, as demonstrated 
by the Yugoslav experience, they still manifest serious inefficiences and 
discriminate against some categories of workers (i. the young and 
technically well educated) .110 

These are serious difficulties. Efficiency is a cardinal virtue of eco- 
nomic systems, and one to which both classical and new liberals have 
been committed.1 Nevertheless, the ideal of healthy development is 
so fundamental to modern liberalism that, unless these problems are so 
serious as to undermine the viability of the economy, efficiency con- 
siderations alone would seem insufficient to induce the abandonment 
of a reform as crucial to development as worker participation would 
seem to be. From the perspective of modern liberalism, much more 
troublesome is John Plamenatz’s contention that the benefits attributed 
to worker self-management may be largely unattainable in advanced 
industrial societies.42 According to Plamenatz, ‘All or most of the 
workers in an organization can take a creative part in managing it, only 
if two conditions hold: if the organization is small and they all take 
part in making the major decisions.’ In the sorts of enterprises that 
characterise advanced industrial societies neither condition obtains: 
corporations will necessarily be bureaucratic and, even if ‘democratically 
tun ...the sense of distance between managers and managed, between 
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“them” and “us” is not wholly removed’. Plamenatz acknowledges that 
ordinary workers would still have an important role as electors (though 
not as ‘creative managers’), but he clearly questions just how much that 
will change the life of the typical worker. In contrast, Plamenatz does 
seem to see somewhat more potential in organising work so that ‘a 
great part of it is done by teams of workers who are left to themselves 
to get on with the jobs allocated to them’. But he is clearly sceptical 
whether this sort of reform requires any significant worker participation 
in most management decisions. ‘Already’, he notes, ‘there is a good deal 
of it in some industries.’ 

Ultimately, however, Plamenatz has very grave doubts that the ma- 
jority of tasks in an industrial society can be made challenging. ‘That 
the work that most people in an industrial society do to earn their 
livings is dull is a fact that just has to be accepted, as Marx himself 
recognized in his later years.’ Plamenatz thus poses a fundamental chal- 
lenge to the modern liberal thesis that careers must be the focus of a 
suitable life. Instead of concentrating on employment, he maintains, we 
might look at the whole of a life. Just as the dull parts of an interesting 
and creative career are made less boring by the recognition that they 
contribute to the creative and interesting task, ‘[s] 0, too, the “uncrea- 
tive” worker may find his work the less dull for recognizing that it is 
the price he pays for the opportunity to do other things, which have 
more that is creative and satisfying about them.’ As Plamenatz makes 
clear, the upshot of this analysis is that if workers are to lead ‘creative’ 
lives, they would ‘be well advised to care more about being paid well 
for the work they do, having a shorter working day and better condi- 
tions at work than about workers’ management in industry’.1!3 (And, 
of course, equality of opportunity will be of central importance in se- 
curing to all the chance to attain the more attractive positions.) 

Just as modern liberals divided over the desirability of new liberal 
welfare measures, so too can they disagree over worker management. 
However, perhaps unlike the previous divide, this disagreement has 
repercussions throughout the modern liberal theory of man itself. 
Dewey’s position, insisting on the inadequacy of new liberal industrial 
reform, remains faithful to the important modern liberal tenet that the 
centre of a plan of life is a career. If that tenet stands, it seems impos- 
sible to avoid some thoroughgoing industrial reform advocating much 
more extensive worker participation in industrial decisions. If, however, 
Plamenatz is right, the modern liberal theory of man has been intrinsi- 
cally bourgeois, incapable of extension to most industrial workers. 
Plamenatz’s suggested reorientation, away from careers and towards 
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lives as a whole, calls for significant changes in the modern liberal theory 
of man, especially its doctrine of individuality. I suspect that industrial 
life can and ought to be made less tedious by forms of worker partici- 
pation which do indeed contribute to a more challenging life for 
workers. But, while Plamenatz has overstated his case, he is no doubt 
right that most workers in an industrial society cannot have creative 
and challenging careers in the sense that artists, craftsmen or academics 
do. Consequently, if modern liberals are to be at peace with industrial 
society, it would seem that they need to rethink their idea of a healthy 
and rewarding life, lessening the centrality of careers while still doing 
the utmost to improve the quality of industrial life. 
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Modern liberals have had two great, and related, insights that imply a 
fundamental reconceptualisation of a liberal social and political order. 
The first was J.S. Mill’s realisation that liberalism’s devotion to the ‘in- 
dividual need not translate into a devotion to a self-interested individ- 
ualism. In one of his most important early essays, Mill complains that 
‘[m] an is conceived by Bentham as being susceptible of pleasures and 
pains, and governed in all his conduct partly by the different modifica- 
tions of self-interest, and the passions commonly classified as selfish, 
partly by sympathies, or occasionally antipathies, towards other beings.’ 
The problem, as Mill saw it, was that ‘here Bentham’s conception of 
human nature stops’! In particular, Mill objects that ‘man is never 
recognised by him as a being capable of pursuing spiritual perfection 
as an end; of desiring for its own sake, the conformity of his own char- 
acter to his standard of excellence’.2 In the end, Mill concludes, Ben- 
tham was blind to the notion of ‘self-respect’. This, then, points to the 
first major revision endorsed by modern liberals: viz. a theory of human 
nature in which the cultivation of individuality replaces self-interested 
individualism as the critical driving force in man. However, as I in- 
dicated in the second chapter, Mill only partially grasps the implica- 
tions of this new conception of human nature. It is Green who really 
develops the second insight. If the ultimate natural aim of man is not 
pursuit of pleasure or self-aggrandisement but, rather, the development 
of one’s nature, the social order can be understood as an essentially 
co-operative endeavour to promote the development of human nature. 
Both the doctrines of mutual stimulation and mutual completion of 
individualities imply this notion of a co-operative commonwealth. 
Liberalism was thus transformed from a doctrine of competitive indi- 
vidualism to a co-operative pursuit of individuality. We have seen, 
though, that the break with the older liberalism is by no means com- 
plete: neither pursuit of self-interest nor competition is banished. But 
they become subordinate dimensions of life, acceptable, even desir- 
able, but only if they are kept in their place and do not endanger the 
co-operative commonwealth. 

In contrast to the theories of individuality and social life, the third 
element of the modern liberal theory of man, community, does not 
seem to contain these sorts of insights leading to a fundamental recon- 
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ceptualisation of man and society. The idea of a natural sympathy, so 
central to the account of fraternity, is by no means absent from tradi- 
tional liberal theory; indeed, we just saw that Mill acknowledges it to be 
an element in Bentham’s theory of human nature. To be sure, modern 
liberals stress fraternal sentiments much more than do classical liberals, 
but that hardly constitutes an innovation. Given all the problems with 
the idea of a society-wide fraternity, we might well wonder if liberals 
like Mill, Hobhouse and Rawls have gone astray in their attraction to 
fraternal community. Indeed, as I argued in SIII.E, the claim of the 
modern liberal theory of man to have reconciled individuality and socia- 
bility would be far more convincing without the insistence on fraternal 
relations. In contradistinction to the ideals of individuality and social 
life, the ideal of community, especially as articulated through fraternal 
bonds, seems to harken back to a social order in which individualised 
personalities were by no means dominant. Yet we can understand the 
attraction of this solidaristic ideal to modern liberals, most of whom 
were concerned with developing a humane alternative to what they at 
least perceived as the atomism and harshness of the classical liberal’s 
world. Whatever the reason behind their attraction to communitarian 
sentiments, however, we have seen throughout Part Two that they 
play an important part in modern liberal political prescriptions. Frater- 
nal unity provides the basis of arguments for both equality of liberties 
and limiting the inequality of income and wealth. Without the stress 
on fraternity the modern liberal theory of man would be conceptual- 
ly neater and more in accord with the nature of mass industrial society, 
but it would also be less egalitarian. 

Of course, equal rights can be justified by other, apparently far less 
controversial, arguments than those from human nature. One can well 
understand Kantian rationalists who strive to deduce principles of polit- 
ical right from the precepts of reason rather than basing them on 
seemingly precarious psychological claims. But to many in the Anglo- 
American tradition, the contentious aspect of claims about human 
nature is compensated for by their richness, for they not only can help 
yield principles of right, but they can also provide the basis of notions 
about the good of man and the good of society. Thus, even Rawls, 
who so stresses his Kantian connections, imports a wide range of as- 
sumptions about human nature into his derivation of his principles of 
justice (§VI.C.2). Indeed, it would seem that sooner or later a political 
theorist must come to look at human nature. Theories about the 
political and social good seem inevitably bound up with theories about 
what man is, what he is capable of being, and how he may be expected 
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to react to different sorts of political and social environments. Despite 
its pitfalls, theorising about human nature continues to attract political 
philosophers as it holds out the possibility of designing a political and 
social order that promotes the good of man. 

But a theory of human nature can enter into a political theory in 
two very different ways. It may merely be used to determine the limits 
of the politically possible.3 On this view, rather than being derived 
from human nature, principles of political right merely have to meet 
the test of being consistent with the possibilities of human nature. 
On the more radical view, however, a conception of human nature can 
be the foundation of a theory of political right or the social good. 
Modern liberals have utilised their theory of human nature in both ways, 
but the focus of this book has been on the latter. However, to say that 
modern liberals have sought to build notions of political right on their 
theory of human nature is not to assert that unique political or moral 
conclusions can be derived in any straightforward way from assumptions 
about human nature.4 Indeed, I have been particularly concerned 
here with showing how the general theory can be applied to particular 
issues in different ways so as to yield different prescriptions. As I stres- 
sed in the Introductory, modern liberal theory is not simply a theory 
of human nature with straightforward deductions of political prescrip- 
tions, but the theory of man coupled with typically liberal arguments 
showing how it endorses equal liberty, democracy and a co-operative 
economic order. To say that the theory of human nature is the core of 
modern liberalism is not to claim that all modern liberal positions, or 
even the most important ones, are simply logical implications of it. 

Nevertheless, although my thesis does not entail that modern liberal 
political prescriptions are simply deductions from the theory of man, it 
does insist on its fundamental place in modern liberal theory. But if 
the theory of human nature is so central, one may well wonder if my 
account of modern liberalism allows any significant political role for 
modern liberals’ ethical theories. As I pointed out in the Introductory, 
modern liberals have put forward a variety of ethical theories to sup- 
port their politics: Mill endorsed a form of utilitarianism which, for 
example, both Green and Rawls explicitly reject, the former favouring 
a common good morality the latter favouring a social contract/rights 
ethics. Are these ethical disputes of no importance at all for modern 
liberal politics? Well, it must be acknowledged that the main thrust 
of my account is that, indeed, they are not of central importance. I 
have tried to show in Part Two that modern liberals very often argue 
in support of liberty, democracy and economic proposals directly 
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on the basis of their theory of human nature, with little or no re- 
ference to their formal ethical theories. More than that though, a 
strong case can be made that the ethical theories themselves rely 
largely on the theory of human nature. For example, I argued in 
Chapter VI (§C.2) that Rawls imports a wide range of assumptions 
about human nature into his ‘original position’: it would not be going 
too far to depict his parties to the original position as searching for 
principles of political right that best promote the development of each. 
Mill’s ethics also relies on the theory of human nature, though the 
structure of his argument is different from that of Rawls. In contrast 
to Rawls, we may well see Mill’s commitment to his formal ethical 
theory as logically prior to any assumptions about human nature. But 
the utilitarian ethic only yields political prescriptions when conjoined 
with a theory about the conditions that promote or retard human 
happiness, a theory which we saw is an element of the modern liberal 
theory of man (§IV.B.2). So it is only when combined with the theory 
of human nature that Mill’s utilitarianism produces particular prescrip- 
tions. (The theory of human nature is probably even more basic to Mill’s 
ethics than this analysis suggests, however, as his revision of the nature 
of the utilitarian end — from pleasure to happiness — is fairly obvious- 
ly intended to make the theory more supportive of the development 
of higher natures.) It should be even more manifest (especially given 
Chapter II) how Green’s common good and Hobhouse’s harmony 
ethics are premised on their theory of human nature. And although it 
is by no means clear just how to characterise Dewey’s ethics, a reason- 
able interpretation is that it is devoted to the greatest growth of all, or 
at least the greatest number.5 

My point, then, is that despite their great variety, the formal ethics 
of modern liberals all relate back to the core theory of man. All, I 
would like to suggest, can be understood as expressions of the develop- 
mental ideal. Again, though, no claim is being made here that the 
ethical theories are simple derivations from the theory of human nature 
and its implied theory of the good of man. Rawls, for example, builds 
on the theory of human nature, but in such a way as to yield a deonto- 
logical, rights-oriented ethics while, in contrast, Mill integrates it into 
his teleological general welfare morality. Real differences thus exist 
between the two, differences that derive from their disparate under- 
standings of an adequate ethics. It may well be that these ethical dif- 
ferences will lead them to different prescriptions in certain hard cases. 
For example, in cases where the development of one might be sacrificed 
to promote the greater development of others, Mill, the utilitarian, 
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might be more ready to accept the legitimacy of such a sacrifice than a 
rights theorist like Rawls. To the extent they do differ in these sorts of 
cases, my account of modern liberal theory is thus limited. However, I 
have tried to show in this book that the modern liberal theory of man 
inclines heavily against this sort of sacrifice of the good of some to pro- 
mote that of others: its spirit is to emphasise the potential harmony 
and mutual dependence of individual developments. It is, I think, 
for this reason that the political prescriptions of a utilitarian like Mill 
can converge with those of a rights-theorist such as Rawls. Whether the 
problem of designing basic political institutions is approached with the 
aim of promoting the general welfare or ensuring the right of each to 
pursue his plan of life, the modern liberal endorses an equal liberty em- 
bedded in a democratic polity and a co-operative economic order. 
For, ultimately, modern liberals are convinced that the individual and 
social goods are one: viz. the development of the nature of each. If 
I am right here, then although both an individual-oriented rights ethics 
and a collectivity-oriented utilitarian morality can give an ethical ex- 
pression of the modern liberal developmental ideal, the common good 
ethics of Green and the harmony morality of Hobhouse are truer to 
the modern liberal vision. For, while both rights and utilitarian theories 
allow for it,6 common good ethics focuses upon and emphasises the 
ideal of a co-operative community of mutually dependent developing 
individuals. This, indeed, is the ideal underlying Green’s notion of the 
non-competitive nature of the good of man. 


Notes 


1. Mill, ‘Bentham’ in J.M. Robson (ed.), Collected Works of John Stuart 
Mill (University of Toronto Press, Toronto, 1963), vol. X, p. 94. 

2. Ibid., p. 95. 

3. See Alan Ryan, ‘The Nature of Human Nature in Hobbes and Rousseau’ 
in Jonathan Benthall (ed.), The Limits of Human Nature (E.P. Dutton, New York, 
1974, p. 13. 

4. See Bernard Williams, Morality: An Introduction to Ethics (Harper and 
Row, New York, 1972), pp. 59-67. 

5. See John Dewey and James H. Tufts, Ethics, rev. edn (Henry Holt, New 
York, 1932), pp. 272-77, 331-44. See also Robert L. Holmes, ‘John Dewey’s 
Social Ethics’, Journal of Value Inquiry, VIL (1973), pp. 274-80. Interpreting 
Dewey’s ethics is difficult as he was so suspicious of general principles. See 
Charles L. Stevenson, ‘Reflections on John Dewey’s Ethics’, Proceedings of the 
Aristotelian Society, vol. LXII, pp. 77-98; Yeager Hudson, ‘Dewey’s Criteria of 
the Worth of any Form of Social Life’, Journal of Social Philosophy, VU (April 
1976), pp. 11-17. 

6. For an interesting effort to develop a utilitarian theory concentrating on 
co-operation, see Donald H. Regan, Utilitarianism and Co-operation (Clarendon 
Press, Oxford, 1980). 
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